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INTRODUCTION 


This report brings together the analysis of public input to the 
"Final EIS and Proposed Plan," the unresolved issues which were 
identified through public comment, and a summary of the Bureau's 
response to these issues. Changes and modification to the final plan 


resulting from public comment is also reported. 


This document completes the public participation program for the 
development of the California Desert Conservation Area Plan as 


required under Section 601 of FLPMA and 43 CFR 1601.3. 
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Chapter I. ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC INPUT 


A. INTRODUCTION 


1% Characteristics of the Response. On October 1, 1980, the 
Proposed Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 
California Desert Conservation Area was released for public review. 
At the close of the public comment period, November 21, 1980, over 
2500 responses from some 3200 respondents had been received. These 
represented approximately 6000 fewer responses than were received 
following the release of the Draft Plan in February. 


As with the Draft, the vast majority of the response (88 percent) 
was from California residents. Only 10 percent of these responses 
came from people inside the CDCA planning area. Twelve percent of the 
total response was from people outside California. 


Table 1. Geographic Origin and Number of Responses 


Inputs@ Signatures? 
CDCA resident 259 (10%) Stet 108) 
Non-CDCA California Resident 1951 (78%) 2389 (72%) 
Out-of-state Residents 306+ (12%) a9e slices) 
TOTAL 2516 (100%) 3293 (100%) 


@Number of documents 
bNumber of people signing documents 


Personal letters, postcards, reports, and response forms 
(questionnaire-type of forms) were the most frequently submitted type 
of response. More than 2000 were received, accounting for 85 percent 
of the total number of inputs. Oral response, in the form of comments 
offered at public hearings during the final comment period, accounted 
for 10 percent of the total. Nineteen petitions were received, 
representing only one percent of the inputs but accounting for 15 
percent of the total number of signatures. Form letters and coupons 
made up 4 percent of the total response. 


Table 2. Form of Response 


Inputs Signatures 
Personal letters, cards 2137 (85%) 2390 (72%) 
Oral responses 246 (10%) 247 (8%) 
Petitions 19 (1%) 498 (15%) 
Form letters, coupons 174 © (49%) 158980599 
TOTAL 2516 (100%) 3293 (100%) 


Together, petitions, form letters, and coupons made up only 5 
percent of the total response, accounting for 20 percent of the total 
number of Signatures. . 


The vast majority of response was submitted by "individuals", 90 
percent. Organizations, such as the Sierra Club and National Outdoor 
Coalition, accounted for 8 percent of the response, while governmental 
(public and quasi-public) entities and elected officials (local, 
State, and Federal) accounted for 2 percent. 


Table 3. Type of Respondent 


Inputs Signatures 
Individuals 2253 (90%) 2634 (80%) 
Organizations 208 (8%) 604 (18%) 
Government eletael ee®, 55 (2%) 
TOTAL 2516 (100%) 3293 (100%) 


ade Methodology. A systematic process was developed to analyze 
response received during the Final Public Comment Period. The purpose 
of this analysis was to capture the content, extent, and nature of 
public comment as it related to the Proposed Plan, and FEIS. 
Specifically, the process sought to identify the range of issues 
relating to the Proposed Plan, and the relative importance of these 
issues as expressed by the public. 


The process was not intended to measure votes for or against the 
Proposed Plan, but rather to focus on the qualitative nature of the 
public's response. This included the reasons, offered in Support of 
opinions for, against, or about the Proposed Plan, plan elements and 
multiple-use classes and guidelines. BLM Staff members identified 
issues, and examined arguments and evidence to construct workable 
solutions. 


In addition, the frequency with which opinions and supporting 
evidence appeared was used as a rough measure of the relative 
importance the public in general placed on the issues identified. 
This quantitative information was used to supplement the qualitative 
emphasis of the process in developing a description of the content, 
nature and extent of public comment. While the frequency of comment 
aided in describing issues, it was not a primary factor in the 
analysis. 


B. GENERAL OVERVIEW 


The large majority of comments varied from suggestions to make 
small modifications to wholesale rejection of the proposed plan. 
Concerns that were expressed generally could be placed under one of 
two distinct themes suggesting how the plan should be modified. These 
two themes called for: 1) insuring greater protection while allowing 
approriate use or 2) providing more access while protecting the 
desert resources. 


Many people, in addition to commenting on how they felt the Plan 
should be finalized, also expressed their concern as to how the Plan 
was prepared, on how public input was handled, and on the 
decision-making process. Several commenters asked for an extension of 
the comment period; some stated that the appendices were not available 
early enough in the comment period. Some expressed concern about the 
adequacy of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, while some 
indicated their skepticism over successful implementation of the Plan. 


In addition to the preceding, governmental comments were received 
from Federal, State and local agencies. These comments varied greatly 
and dealt with procedural and language concerns, land classification 
problems, and planning element problems. Some agencies gave support 
to the Plan. Others indicated grave concerns and pointed out 
inconsistencies with their adopted plans and programs. 


si Protection Theme 


Many individuals and organizations commented that they want to 
see a plan that is more protection oriented. Generally, they 
indicated that the Proposed Plan is good as far as it goes, but that 
some Significant changes are essential to make it acceptable. These 
changes tended to be site specific, or related to specific changes in 
the guidelines for multiple use classes. 


Multiple Use Class Guidelines. Changes in multiple use guidelines 
generally related to those specific uses being authorized within Class 
L. Allowing competitive events to occur in this class was a major 
concern. The BLM's lack of authority or demonstrated ability to 
enforce proposed regulation, was often given as a reason for this 


concern. Also, concern was expressed that user groups would not 
accept or comply with the conditions proposed by the BLM for Class L 
use. 


Two other guideline changes often mentioned related to the 
expansion of sand and gravel operations and the authorization of 
commercial plant harvesting being allowed on Class L. Concern was 
expressed over the incompatiblity of these uses with the general 
intent of Class L. Specifically, many felt that the scale of 
harvesting required for economic feasibility would result in too large 
an impact for this class. Sand and gravel operations available were 
felt to be adequate and convenient in proposed Class M areas. 


Multiple Use Class. Many different comments relating to the concept 
of multiple use classes and their delineation within the CDCA were 
received. Some people rejected the concept used while others 
indicated that delineation was based too much on uses. A resource- 
related approach using ecosystems was Suggested as a more appropriate 
method for determining class boundaries. Buffer zones around 
Wilderness and National Monuments were also Suggested as a method to 
insure greater protection. 


Specific recommended changes were quite numerous and generally 
related to access for wilderness, protection of wildlife habitats, 
upgrading areas from Class M to Class L for greater protection, and 
modification of boundaries to enhance protection. Many comments were 
directed against the number, size, and in Some cases, the specific 
location of Class I areas. 


Some of the more commonly mentioned areas are as follows: 


For Wilderness ( Class C) recommendation: 


New York Mountains Palo Verde Mountains 

Little Picacho Waucoba Wash 

South Algodones Dunes Woods Mountains 

Little Sand Springs Clark Mountain 

Coyote Mountains Old Women Mountains 

Morongo Little Chuckwalla Mountains 
Mid-Hills West Panamint Canyons 


Funeral Mountains 
For Wilderness boundary expansion 


Chuckwalla Mountains 
Turtle Mountains 
Saline Valley 
Kingston Wash 


en Sse ee 


Against Class I recommendations: 


Rasor Ranch 

Algodones Dunes 

Dove Springs 

Portions of Johnson Valley 


Change to Class L from Class M: 


Pinto Mountains 
Saddle Peak Hills 
East Mecca Hills 
Rand Mountains 


Wildlife. Additional protection of the desert tortoise was requested 
by many commenters. Integrity of the Desert Tortoise Natural Area and 
the impact of livestock grazing and motor vehicles were concerns 
voiced in many statements. Specific areas mentioned as needing more 
protection were: 


Fremont—-Stoddard Valleys 

Ivanpah Valley 

Fenner-—Chemehuevi Valleys 

Rand Mountains and Fremont Valley 


Bighorn sheep concerns were expressed with much concern over 
livestock grazing conflicts. East Mojave allotments and the Hunter 
Mountain allotment were labelled in many comments as areas where 
grazing is a conflict with bighorn sheep. 


The Mojave ground squirrel was mentioned by many people as a 
species needing better protection. "Crucial" habitats were identified 
where it was requested that impacts be eliminated or substantially 
reduced. Areas of concern were the Western Mojave, Rose Valley and 
Superior Valley. 


Two "optional" habitats of the Flat-tailed horned lizard were 
identified as areas of major impact due to the Class M or I 
designations. Enlarging the size of the Yuha Basin and East Mesa 
ACECs was proposed, along with modifications in the prescriptions 
relative to pesticides. 


Specific changes in existing practices were suggested for sheep 
grazing, along with guidelines for cattle grazing. 


ACECs. Support of the 73 ACECs recommended was given, along with 
recommendations for additional areas. Recommended areas were 
suggested to provide specifically tailored management for recognized 
special values. Areas suggested in addition to the two wildlife ACECs 
discussed above (Yuha Basin and East Mesa) were: 


Cima Dome 
Cronese Basin 


West Mojave Saltbrush 

Ford Dry Lake 

Colorado River Intaglios 

Algodones Dunes Microphyll Woodlands 
Coachella Fringe Toed Lizard Habitat 
Fremont-—Stoddard Desert Tortoise Habitat 
Milpitas Wash 

El Paso/Red Mountain Raptor Breeding Area 
Newberry/Granite Mountains Raptor Area 
Hanging Rock/Last Change Range. 


Motorized Vehicle Access. A large number of comments on vehicle 
access recommended against the building of new routes or the widening 
of existing routes, and favored the elimination of redundant routes. 
Suggestions were made that all routes should be designated, and that 
only open routes be posted. Several Class I areas were recommended 
for multiple use class change. New Class I areas were strongly 
opposed. 


Recreation. Many people requested the creation of the East Mojave 
National Park. Some suggested that the BLM should designate the same 
area aS a National Scenic Area. The expansion of the two existing 
National Monuments was proposed frequently. 


Wild Horses and Burros. Most comments expressed the desire to reduce 
the burro populations. Many approved of the proposed reductions, but 
felt that more complete removal would be appropriate. Seventeen herd 
management areas, according to many, were too many for the desert, and 
humane ways (including shooting) were suggested as means of reducing 
the numbers. A minority of commenters favored protection of wild 
horses and burros. 


Livestock Grazing. Some input was received specifically addressing 
livestock grazing, in addition to those mentioned under wildlife. 


Fears of increased inpacts without site-specific analysis were 
mentioned. Also, comments about grazing impacts on soils, vegetation 
and cultural resources were made. 


Vegetation. Some comments addressed the Vegetation Element. Concern 
was expressed about the inadequacy of the ACEC component. More 
discussion of various plant communities and their management was 
Suggested. Concern for more protection of rare, threatened and 
endangered species was expressed. 


Wilderness. Many commented on Wilderness, recommending a large number 
of additional areas. Support for the 2.1 million acres already 
recommended was voiced, but fears were expressed as to how these areas 
would be managed until Congress acts. Class C guidelines were 
Suggested as the management rules to be followed until official 
designation is given. 


CDCA Boundary Adjustment. Support for adjusting the CDCA boundary to 
include the McCain Valley was expressed by some. Some stated a desire 
for expanding the CDCA to include all land east to the Colorado River. 
Cultural Resources, Water Resources, Burros, and Recreation concerns 
were mentioned as reasons for this modification of the boundary. 


Implementation. Underlying many of the comments on the Proposed Plan 
was fear that BLM would not properly implement the plan. Many 
requested full funding of the effort. Strong enforcement and 
increased education were areas often mentioned as necessary for Plan 
implementation. 


ie Use Theme 


The Proposed Plan, according to many comments received, is biased 
in favor of conservationist elements, and these represent the minority 
of desert users. The majority users, primarily ORV users, were 
Supposedly dealt with unfairly. 


Definite displeasure with the way BLM had handled comments on the 
Draft Plan was indicated by some because they felt that a number of 
excellent suggestions for betterment of the Desert Plan had been made, 
but that none had been incorporated into the Proposed Plan. 


One common complaint of ORV users was that the Proposed Plan did 
not represent the wishes of the public. For example, over half of 
those commenting on the Draft Plan favored the National Outdoor 
Coalition recommendations over those of the Plan. NOC's suggestions 
had been widely publicized throughout the latter stages of preparation 
of the Proposed Plan, yet only one line in the Plan was devoted to the 
Subject. This was in spite of the fact that 5000 pro-NOC comments had 
been submitted by the public. 


Additionally, specific suggestions for improving the ACEC part of 
the Plan allegedly were ignored, as were, reportedly, a large number 
of comments relating to Multiple Use Class allocations. 


ORV Recreation. Several comments received claimed that BLM had 
considered only the designated free-play areas for ORV use, and had 
neglected to analyze non-free-play areas for ORV use. A certain 
amount of resentment at BLM's closing historically open areas, or 
reducing them in size for no apparent reason, was evident in other 
comments. 


Many felt that competitive events should be permitted in Class L 
areas, while others indicated confusion over terms such as "existing 
roads and trails" and "existing routes of travel". 


Wilderness. Some comments received expressed concern about how BLM 
handled "Non-Wilderness Corridors or Cherry Stems" in qualifying 
roaded areas into Wilderness. Others stated that criteria other than 
those in the Wilderness Act of 1964 were improperly used to evaluate 
Wilderness characteristics. 


A very common complaint was that the establishment of Wilderness 
areas would close many favorite locations of rockhounders and other 
recreationists who rely upon vehicular entry. 


ACEC. The suspicion that large numbers of ACECs had been designated 
aS a means to prohibit or minimize use of certain areas was voiced in 
several comments. Also, some writers claimed that certain de facto 
Wilderness areas had been created without compliance with statutory 
criteria for Wilderness. 


Minerals and Energy 


Considerable concern about the methods used for 
evaluating energy and mineral resources was expressed. The means by 
which this information was integrated into the Plan were also 
questioned. 


Some commenters felt that the mineral and energy resources were 
not given the same priority received by some of the other resources. 
A common complaint was that the GEM Appendix was received too late to 
enable readers of the Plan to respond effectively. 


Others felt that the GEM Element did not satisfy requirements 
stipulated by Congress and needed a major revision in order to be 
acceptable. 


Mining interests claimed that the Plan failed to recognize the 
need for, and the desireability of non-recreation access to all areas 
by the business and scientific communities. Such access, they 
claimed, must be provided. Furthermore, implementation of the Plan 
would mean forgoing exploration in many high-value areas. 


The proposed 66.1 percent of CDCA lands slated for controlled or 
limited use was considered by many to be excessive, resulting in 
overly "stringent restrictions." Also, the Plan contained 
contradictory statements, such as "the CDCA has excellent potential 
for future potential of mineral commodities." In other sections, it 
had defended locking up vast acreages of potentially productive 
mineral lands. 


Livestock Grazing. Concern was expressed by several that the level of 
reductions in forage allocation would make some livestock units 
unavailable and/or unprofitable. Also, the implementation plan was 
too vague and indefinite to be practical. 


Some challenged BLM's appraisal of rangeland conditions as 
debatable, and stated that permittees should be given an opportunity 


to express their viewpoints. 


The movement of sheep away from watering sources would be unwise, 
claimed some, and would result in greater than normal impacts. 


Other input predicted that the designation of Wilderness Areas 


would prevent improvements from being made, causing livestock grazing 
to decrease or cease entirely in some areas. 


C. Government Agencies 
1. State 


Input was provided by the Resources Agency of California; State 
Departments of Conservation, Forestry, Fish and Game, Parks and 
Recreation, Water Resources, and Transportation; the Air Resources, 
Colorado River, Solid Waste Management, and State Resources Control 
Boards; the Energy, Native American Heritage, Public Utilities, and 
State Lands Commissions; and the Office of Planning and Research. 


It noted that the Proposed Plan represented a significant 
improvement over the Draft, and that many of the concerns the State 
had expressed relative to the Draft had been adequately addressed but 
because of time and personnel limitations, not all had been dealt 
with. The suggestion was made that those concerns unresolved by the 
time of submission to the Secretary of the Interior be handled by 
future amendments or Supplements to the Plan, Appendices, and the 
FEIS. 


Inadequacies in the preparation of Multiple Use Class guidelines 
were underscored. Claiming that these comprise the "heart of the 
Desert Plan", a few reviewers perceive inconsistencies, lack of 
clarity, and misplacement of emphasis. 


Other criticism of the basic guidelines focused on a variety of 
subjects. For example, in the Interim Management Guidelines for WSAs 
greater emphasis should be placed on monitoring the impacts of mining 
and range use. Immediate development of detailed reclamation plans 
should be undertaken jointly by BLM and lessees. All energy 
development activities within Class L should require an EIS as well as 
carefully defined mitigation measures. There was a strong emphasis on 
taking stricter measures against commercial harvesting of plants in 
Class L areas; if total prohibition is not feasible, then strict 
harvesting criteria should be established. 


Additionally, the reviewers felt that grazing should be kept to 
an absolute minimum in Wilderness Areas. Findings of "No Significant 
Impact" (FONSIs) relating to mineral exploration and development in 
Class L areas should be subject to extensive public participation 
prior to final approval. The presently vague Motorized Vehicle Access 
Guideline for Class C stating that "motorized vehicle use is generally 
not allowed" should be strengthened, and the distinctions between 
"events" and "competitive events" in Classes L and M should be 
punctuated. Sections dealing with mitigations related to the disposal 
of nonhazardous waste in the desert need amplification. 


A list of criticisms and suggestions for better handling of 
specific elements followed. 
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The Recreation Element, for example, outlines a sound stategy for 
recreation management and visitor information in the desert but fails 
to adequately examine the issues of access to the CDCA and associated 
energy issues. No provision for the establishment of an East Mojave 
National Park or Recreation Area, thought by many to be paramount, was 
mentioned, nor was the problem of recreation traffic resulting in peak 
loads on desert highways addressed. 


Other objections related to confusing groupings of recreational 
activities and the reference to recreationists in general rather than 
by specific groups. 


Concerns voiced relative to the Motorized Vehicle Access Element 
generally overlapped those expressed about class guidelines. For 
example, more sensitive interim management of ORV use in potential 
Wilderness Areas is needed immediately. Also, if competitive events 
are allowed to pass through Class L areas, such passage should be 
allowed only on paved roads and/or roads maintained by a government 
agency, and then only under yellow flag or other controlled 
conditions. Rehabilitation measures required by event sponsors should 
be precisely spelled out. 


Fewer objections related to the Cultural Resources and Native 
American Elements. However, it was pointed out that some of the 
language used when referring to multiple use in Classes M and I 
conflicted with the guidelines which state that archeological and 
paleontological values will be preserved and protected. Also, the use 
of the phrase "given consideration", which implies no real commitment 
to protection, preservation, or mitigation, was criticized. 


One of the primary objections to the Wildlife Element was the 
inference that the Plan relegates many wildlife needs to a lower 
priority than others, as exemplified by the statement that "where 
possible and feasible, populations and habitats will be stabilized 
and/or improved." 


Several specific suggestions were aimed at bighorn sheep, such as 
recommending that suitable historic sites for the reintroduction of 
the species be displayed on relevant maps in the same fashion as 
presently occupied bighorn range. Objections were raised to 
permitting the continuance of motorized vehicle use in areas adjacent 
to those considered for reintroduction, and the potential risk to 
bighorn habitat of allowing even a single pass by domestic sheep was 
Stressed. It was also suggested that all desert bighorn sheep ranges 
be placed in Class C or L to prevent further habitat deterioration. 


Stronger protective measures were suggested for a number of other 
specific species: Mojave chub, magic gecko, elf owl, Mojave ground 
squirrel, flat-tailed horned lizard, golden eagles, and prairie 
falcons. 


The desert tortoise was the subject of several comments directed 
at both the Wildlife and the Livestock Grazing Elements. The 
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effectiveness of the Desert Tortoise Natural Area came under fire 
Since roughly 30 percent of the area is still in private ownership. 
The argument that certain tortoise habitat will not improve, and 
populations will continue to decline, was advanced with a suggestion 
that livestock turn-out requirements be increased to 350lbs/acre in 
not only "highly crucial" habitat, but in all designated habitat. 


Subjects of additional Livestock Grazing comments included the 
fencing of important bighorn sheep water sources, competition between 
Wildlife and domestic animals, and unresolved conflicts with desert 
tortoise populations. It was emphasized that "monitoring" of tortoise 
members, aS discussed in the Plan, by no means assures reduction of 
grazing impacts. Clear and unequivocable action, as indicated by the 
monitoring, is also manditory. 


A strong case was presented for minimizing the use of washes as 
access routes for motorized vehicles. They comprise an extremely 
important, as well as a highly fragile habitat. Bird life has 
frequently been found to be far more numerous in species and higher in 
density in washes than in other surrounding desert habitats. They 
also provide key areas for desert tortoises and other wildlife. Use 
of washes as routes of travel for motorized vehicles, as outlined in 
the plan, would have very damaging effects. 


State spokesmen lauded BLM commitments to reduce the number of 
feral burros in the northern and eastern deserts as a means of 
bettering bighorn habitat and staving off further reduction in the 
size of herds. 


The Vegetation Element, according to State representatives, 
should call for the preservation rather than the conservation of 
Federally and State listed rare, threatened, and endangered plant 
species. In addition to supporting the 73 ACECs proposed in the 
Proposed Plan, they strongly recommended an additional 30. This, they 
said, would go a long way toward providing the necessary protection. 
Four of the already designated ACECs -— Chuckwalla Bench, Kingston 
Range, Soggy Dry Lake Creosote Rings, and Surprise Canyon -- should 
be expanded, they claimed. 


The same general sentiment was expressed about Wilderness Areas. 
In addition to supporting the 43 proposed areas, the State would like 
to see an additional 16 specific areas designated, and the expansion 
of five existing WSAs. In its view, the public geicrally favors more 
Wilderness, and BLM should be responsive to this trend. 


As for the Geology-Energy-—Minerals Element, State spokemen see 
the desireability of injecting the phrases "within the framework of 
multiple use and sustained use" and "environmentally acceptable" 
throughout. They take issue with the assertion that the State Surface 
Mining and Reclamation Act is less stringent then the current and 
proposed Federal regulations; they cite specific disturbed-acreage 
figures as proof. 
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The wording "stringent restrictions" is too vague, according to 
the State assessment of the element, and should be more explicit, with 
specific controls spelled out. Also, because of certain inadequacies 
in the FEIS, it was suggested that a panel of BLM and State personnel 
be established immediately to review the data and methods used for 
gathering it and to determine the adequacy of existing mineral 
information. Another suggestion was that any sand or gravel 
extraction in Class L should require an EIS. 


Further suggestions made in the critique included clarification 
of where geothermal development would be allowed to take place. One 
remedy could be the preparation of a map showing each KGRA and PGRA 
and the Multiple Use Classes into which it falls. The PUC expressed 
the need for additional utility corridors beyond those outlined in the 
Plan, or the revision of the latter. Four specific recommendations to 
accomplish this goal were submitted. 


The California Energy Commission filled in the names of three 
power plant sites which had been granted either Notice of Intention or 
Application for Certification, and which had been omitted from the 
Plan. These are North Palo Verde, Milpitas Wash, and Coolwater. 


A suggestion that the Plan include provisions for storing and 
recovering access water diverted from the Colorado River into 
appropriate desert ground water basins was made by the Colorado River 
Board. This surplus water would otherwise be discharged to the Gulf 
of California, and would not be available for possible future drought 
years. 


Other comments dealt with cooperative arrangements with the 
California Department of Forestry for optimizing fire managment 
methods, and with the Department of Conservation for the restriction 
of certain areas within the CDCA because of their seismic scientific 
value and potential seismic hazards. 


The Land Tenure Element was labelled vague, and as not addressing 
the many issues presently facing both the State and the BLM in land 
exchanges and sales. A concern stated by the State Lands Commission, 
for example, was that the valuation of the State's parcels in an 
exchange would be diminished by the fact that they might be surrounded 
by Federal land in a WSA. 


Solutions to such problems, claimed the State, might be worked 
out by a joint *-.s* force to be established between the State of 
California and BLM. Feasibility analyses discussed in the Plan could 
then be conducted, and resolutions of existing conflicts between the 
two entities worked out. 


Bi Other Federal Agencies 
Additional input received from other Federal agencies was 


generally supportive of the Proposed Plan, and dealt primarily with 
specific locations or situations. 


Eo 


a) DOD 


Naval Air Facility, El Centro. Encroachment on the command's 
bombing ranges by week-end RV and off-road vehicles was reported, 
with resulting vandalism to bombing range monitoring equipment. 
Changing of certain areas to "Limited to Approved Routes of 
Travel" designation was suggested. 


Any future authorization of utility corridors through any 
part of the Air Facility or associated target ranges was strongly 
opposed. 


The ommission in the Proposed Plan of labelling an aerial 
gunnery range in the East Mesa was pointed out. 


Army Corps of Engineers. It was pointed out that if a wilderness 
area proposed for the Whitewater River Basin materializes, this 
could affect one of the alternatives being considered for flood 
control protection. 


Marine Corps, Twentynine Palms. A Suggestion was made that a 
buffer zone be established between the Johnson Valley Open/Free 
Play Area and the Air Ground Combat Center's western boundary. 


Area conflicts between recreational interests (e.g., 
rockhounding) and sheep grazing within the Combat Center were 
also reported. 


Joint Policy and Planning Board. Correspondence from Edwards Air 
Force Base indicated that most major differences between the 
Military and BLM in the CDCA had been resolved. 


With mutually accepted modifications incorporated in the 
Plan, it was recommended that DOD support the Plan's adoption as 
rapidly as possible. 


An addendum to the FEIS, containing all substantive comments 
made by DOD relative to that document, should be prepared. 


Free play areas that border military reservation would 
continue to cause problems. Buffer zones to protect the using 
public should be established as quickly as possible. 


Considering BLM's changed role, with the imminent 
implementation of the Plan, DOD should support an increase in the 
presently inadequate budget for implementation. 

b) DOI 
Water and Power Resources Service. The proposed site for the 


Whipple Wash Pump-Storage Project was noted as being in an area 
classified as a controlled multiuse area in the Plan. Further 
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study and construction of the proposed hydroelectric facility may 
be prohibited. 


Several locations slated for the removal of rock to be used 
as riprap for stabilizing the Colorado River bankline are in 
Class L areas. It was proposed that these potential quarry sites 
be placed in a multiuse class in which a single environmental 
assessment could be used to satisfy vehicle access needs. 


National Park Service. A comment from Death Valley National 
Monument pointed out the FEIS statement states that almost 7 
million acres of the CDCA (presumably including the Monument) is 
closed to mining operations. While Death Valley is closed to 
mineral entry, 11 borate and tale mines continue to operate, 
subject to regulations in the Mining in the Parks Act. 


Concern was expressed that such factors as ORV races, 
coal-fired power plants, and geothermal resource use may cause 
fugitive dust and pollutants in the national monument areas. 


c) DOA 


Forest Service, Regional. Strong support was voiced for the 
Proposed Plan, and an implementation strategy was suggested that 
would look to both BLM administered lands and adjacent lands in a 
coordinated manner. 


Forest Service, Inyo National Forest. Concern was indicated for 
keeping vital points of access to the Inyo National Forest open. 
A list of such points was provided for consideration in any 
revision of the Proposed Plan. 


Local and Regional 


Under FLPMA, BLM is directed to also consider in its Proposed 
Plan and FEIS the plans of local and regional governments. 


a) Counties 


The counties of Imperial, San Bernardino, Riverside, and 
Inyo each submitted comments on the Proposed Plan and FEIS. The 
most significant issues raised by these agencies are summarized 
as follows: 


Imperial County. An area-by-area analysis prepared by the 
Planning Department and incorporating comments of other 
departments identified nine areas which were either 
inconsistent with the County General Plan or in need of 
modification to meet local needs (e.g., Sand and gravel 
deposits in Class L). 


San Bernardino County. Comment on the Proposed Plan 
addressed four basic concerns: restrictions on the 
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b) 


development of mineral resources; potential for trespass of 
off-road vehicles; restrictions on livestock grazing; and 
flexibility of the Plan amendment process. 


The Planning Commission adopted a recommendation in 
support of the plan which states that, for the most part, it 
is consistent with the goals and the policies of the County 
General Plan. 


Inyo County. Comment was generally confined to three 


subjects: 1) the prohibition of motorized vehicle access in 


Class C, and the restrictive access in Class L, would 
severely hamper mining and grazing operations within the 
county; 2) all agricultural activity other than grazing 
would be prohibited on public land; and 3) the placement of 
85 percent of the land area of the county within Classes C 
and L could have a severe impact on exploration for and 
development of mineral resources. 


Riverside County. Comments dealt largely with clarification 


of stipulations with the Mineral Element, revisions to the 


Plan amendment process, and assurance of continued 
coordination and "right to comment" on future Plan 
modifications. 


The Planning Department noted that many earlier 
concerns with the Draft Plan had been addressed; the 
department now concurs with the Proposed plan's management 
principles of multiple use, sustained yield, and the 
maintenance of environmental quality. The type and 
intensity of use allowed within specific areas under the 
Plan's multiple use class system follow the principles 
established in the Riverside County General Plan. 


Districts 


Coachella Valley Association of Governments. This 


association, representing the cities of the Coachella 
Valley, acknowledged that a considerable number of changes, 
resulting directly from their comments on the Draft Plan, 
had appeared in the Proposed Plan. 


Still recommended was the realignment of Corridor "M" 
of the Utility Element closer to the All American Canal. 
Also, the Association strongly recommended that the CVAG be 
given the opportunity to review and comment on all policies 
and component plans within their planning areas prior to any 
implementation. 


Metropolitan Water District. The MWD proposed a water 


storage project south of the Colorado River aqueduct. 
Because of the uncertainties of future location of 
facilities (pumps, pipelines, etc.) the District requested 
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c) 


special language in the Final Plan to assure future 
consideration of these faciltiies. 


Cities 


The cities of Blythe, Palm Springs, and Needles 
commented on the Plan. In general, their concerns focused 
on BLM-administered land near city limits or within the 
communities! areas of influence. 


Examples of topics mentioned were the reconsideration 
of habitat management plans in the Santa Rosa Mountains 
within the City of Palm Springs, and coordinating with the 
City of Blythe in establishing an ORV park near the city for 
use by local residents. 
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Chapter II. PUBLIC ISSUES - Proposed Plan 
A. GENERAL ISSUES 


Public comments about the proposed plan were tabulated and 
analyzed to identify any remaining issues which required resolution in 
preparation of the final plan. 


A special session on the proposed plan was held with the Desert 
Advisory Committee on November 20-21, 1980. At that time, the 
committee reviewed the major unresolved issues and provided their 
recommendation to the Secretary. 


Following is a brief summary of the eight major issues which 
received special attention by the Advisory Committee and the Assistant 
Secretary of Interior for Land and Water Resources. 


, 


13 Issue No. 1: Access to Public Lands 


This issue has been overriding throughout the planning process, 
and in fact, was a contributor to the initial need for a plan. The 
access issue, as expressed through a variety of manifestations, 
pervades almost every aspect of public land use in the California 
Desert -- mining, grazing, and recreation in its myriad forms. 


Simply stated, no one uses the desert without the use of 
motorized vehicles. The degree to which the use affects the land and 
its productivity may vary, and the perceptions of who's on who's side 
of the issue may vary. But access to desert resources is essential if 
they are to be used and enjoyed. 


Throughout the planning process, preservationists/ 
conservationists argued that public land access should be closed 
unless specifically opened. Fearing worst-case scenarios, they 
argued for closure *of washes, maximum wilderness acreage, and few open 
areas. 


At the same time recreationists, fearing the worst, argued for 
maximizing "open" areas, regardless of whether they ever actually used 
their vehicles off-the-road, and that use should be on all existing 
routes unless specifically closed. 


Numerous conflict resolution sessions, including a mediated 
session, resulted in a conclusion that the following philosophy ought 
to be adopted: 


Class L = Routes of travel would be closed unless 
specifically approved open. 


Class M —- Routes of travel would be open (existing roads and 
trails) unless specifically closed. 
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The remaining issues, then, are: how much acreage should be 
assigned to each class, and what criteria should be used to approve 
access routes or close them? 


These issues are addressed in several ways. First, the plan 
recognizes legitimate access needs, e.g., to mining properties, 
maintenance roads, etc. Second, it establishes a public process for 
considering the road approval process as the Plan is implemented. 
This should ensure that key routes used and needed are approved if 
they don't adversely impact resources. And it will ensure that areas 
where roads and ways have unnecessarily proliferated will be 
controlled. 


But an overriding criteria is that the Desert will remain 
accessible. Therefore, the plan adopts a basic philosophy that the 
Desert cannot be used or enjoyed without some form of vehicular 
access. While controls are needed in sensitive areas, the Plan 
assures legitimate access needs. Further it provides for "play areas" 
with few or no controls on a small but adequate percentage of the 
Desert already so impacted. 


The Congressional mandate was to provide for off-road vehicle use 
"where appropriate." The Plan accomplishes this by recognizing that 
ORV use per se is a misnomer and by Separating vehicular play 
(designated open areas) from access (routes of travel). BLM cannot 
differentiate as to the purpose of access. But the Plan does make the 
committment to assess resource sensitivity and to provide 
non—impairing access. 


The two extremes -- the fears of opposing view holders -- are 
Simply not true. The Plan does not close the Desert. Neither does it 
provide an unlimited laissez-faire access program in which the uses 
are determined by the paths of least resistance. 


Decision: Accept the concept as evolved during the planning process: 
Class L — access is closed unless specifically open; 
Class M — access is open unless specifically closed. 

Accept the balance of acreage in the MUC Classes as best meeting 
the criteria as defining where off-road use is appropriate while 
protecting desert resources. 

Accept the concept that the desert will be accessible by motor 
vehicle as Class L routes are approved through a public participation 
process. 

Accept the concept of "routes of travel" as the appropriate 
terminology so as to clearly include appropriate access which may 


include washes and other non-maintained access, but concurrently 
recognize that Class L areas are by definition resource-sensitive. 
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Issue No. 2: Class L Management 
a) Allowance of Competitive Events to Cross Class L 


Pros - To avoid overuse caused by concentrating races in M and 
I areas, sufficient area must be available to lay out 
Suitable race routes; most traditional long distance 
routes are not available under the Proposed Plan 
without access to Class L. The permit process will 
ensure suitable monitoring and mitigatory measures. 
Processes of approving routes in Class L will ensure 
that environmentally safe routes are chosen. Most 
responsible participants will stay on route. 


Cons - Competitive events are inherently different from 
organized events and may be incompatible with the 
purposes, policies, and objectives of Class L. There 
may be some confusion about which routes can be used 
before approval is completed. 


Decision ~ Maintain guidelines which allow permitted events in 
Class L, but change provisions in Motorized Vehicle Element as 
follows: Prior to designation of approved routes in L, all 
competitive events will stay on paved or maintained roads; after 
designation, "competitive events are limited to approved routes of 
travel and must be approved by the authorized officer." 


In addition, three specific routes for long-distance, 
point-to-point events, i.e., Johnson—-Parker, Parker 400, and Johnson 
Valley - Stoddards Valley are established as part of the Plan in order 
to provide for these traditional events. All other race routes will 
be subject to the above mentioned provisions . Yellowflag or other 
special control conditions will be employed where appropriate. 


b) Allowance of Sand and Gravel Extraction 


Pros —- Would provide for needed sand and gravel in certain 
locations in the Desert (particularly Imperial Valley). 
Would assist the needs of County, State and Federal 
highway construction and maintenance. 


Cons - Possible weakening of "Class L" concept for resource 
protection which could cause excessive resource damage. 


Decision ~ Removal of sand and gravel in "Class L" will be 
considered. 


Environmental analyses will be conducted on all Sand and gravel 
operations. However, before sand and gravel removal on new sites in 
excess of five acres, an EIS will be required. The application if 
approved, would be constrained by stipulations, thus providing the 
necessary protection to other resource values. 
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ec) +Mandatory EIS Requirements for the Plan of Operations 
Involving Locatable Minerals 


Pros - The public has consistently indicated concern about the 
potential effects of mining in Class L. A mandatory 
EIS would provide full disclosure and allow the public 
an opportunity to comment on proposed projects. 


Cons —- The BLM's new regulations (3809) provide guidelines for 
mineral exploration and development on all public lands 
and specifically address the CDCA. BLM should 
incorporate these regulations by reference in the 
Desert Plan to ensure consistency. 


Decision: - The Plan guidelines are revised to incorporate the 
3809 Regulations. 


The Plan guidelines were originally developed prior to 
formulation of 3809 regulations. In Class L there will be an EA with 
a mandatory 60-day public review. This period will provide full 
disclosure and allow the public an opportunity to comment on proposed 
projects. 


d) Allowance of Commercial Plant Harvesting 


Pros -—- Opportunity for harvesting plants is needed to satisfy 
certain needs of the public because the California 
Desert is a main source for these resources. 


Cons - Use is difficult to control and could lead to excessive 
damage to plant species and to total ecosystems. The 
scale of operations needed for harvesting to be 
economically viable may not be compatible with Class 
" L" z 


Decision: - The removal of vegetation will be allowed by permit 
only. 


The removal of vegetation, commercial or noncommercial, will be 
allowed in all classes by permit only. The issuance or non-issuance 
of the permit will be done only after necessary environmental 
assessments and formulation of stipulations are prepared. This 
recommendation is consistent with the State requirements. 


e) Allowance of Wind, Solar, and Geothermal Power Plants 

Pros - These facilities are different from convential power 
plants and must be located where the energy resource 
conditions are available. An EIS will be prepared for 


individual projects. 


Cons = Power plants of any kind may be incompatible with Class 
L. They involve not only the facility itself but a 
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complex of roads, power lines, and other structures 
which pose potential adverse environmental impacts. 


Decision: - Keep guidelines as they are to allow these power 
plants if environmentally acceptable. Appropriate environmental 
safeguards can be applied to individual project proposals which 
clearly must be situated where the particular energy resources are 
favorable. 


Issue No. 3: Plan Amendment Process 


BLM should continually respond to bona fide amendment requests 
from individuals, organizations, and other agencies and should 
establish an orderly procedure for dealing with such requests. The 
Plan should discourage a public perception that every request will 
result in an immediate revision or that anything denied by the Plan 
can now be achieved through an amendment. 


Decision: - The decision amendment process must be clarified with 
respect to the frequency of Plan amendment review and methods for 
considering amendment requests. The amendment process will be 
consistent with the BLM's Planning Regulations. BLM will monitor 
implementation of the Plan and new intermal data and review the need 
for a general revision at the end of one year of distributing the 
Final Plan. Annual amendments will be considered each year for the 
next four years, which will deal with a variety of topics including 
amendments suggested during the year, which are not the result of 
Specific resource use requests. The district Multiple-—Use Advisory 
Council will play a major role in determining amendments. Denial of 
such amendment proposals will not be appealable actions. 


Members of the public and other Federal, State and local 
government units may file applications and petitions with the Bureau 
for land and resource uses in accordance with established regulations. 
These applications and petitions will be reviewed in light of the plan 
data and conclusions. In the event such applications or petitions are 
denied, on the basis of the plan or its supportive data, rights of 
appeal will be in accordance with established regulations for the type 
of application or petition involved. If the proposal has merit, in 
light of the presented circumstances, the Bureau will simultaneously 
consider the proposal and a related plan amendment. Special priority 
will be given to requests of State and local governments and other 
Federal agencies. 


Issue No. 4: Establish a Scenic Area in the East Mojave 


Pros = Special recognition is warranted by the rich diversity 
of outstanding natural, Scenic, and cultural resources 
in the area. This concept will still provide for 
multiple use, sustained yield management under the 
aegis of the BLM. The area will be managed according 
to the multiple-use classes involved, as well as ACEC 
or Special Area designations, but with a very strong 


i) 
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added emphasis on protecting scenic quality. Grazing, 
mining, and other important economic activities will be 
allowed while intensive recreation pressures could be 
avoided. A scenic area would complement the Plan goals 
and objectives for the CDCA and would not undermine 
efforts to establish a regional identity for the entire 
Conservation Area. 


Cons - A scenic area would not go far enough to reflect the 
outstanding values of the east Mojave. Greater 
protection of values in addition to Scenic quality is 
warranted. 


Decision: ~ Establish an East Mojave Scenic Area 


There is general agreement and significant public sentiment in the 
CDCA which supports establishing a scenic area under BLM jurisdiction 
and multiple-use management in the East Mojave. This designation 
within the CDCA will provide that special consideration and attention 
is given to the area. 


Issue No. 5: Adequacy of Class C Guidelines 


Pros -—- Under Proposed Plan Guidelines, Class C is managed as 
Class L during the interim period. This provision 
weakens the protection of the Class C areas, 
particularly in regard to mineral exploration and 
development and motorized vehicle access. Class C 
should be managed as wilderness at once to assure 
maximum protection of these areas. 


Cons - BLM does not have the authority to manage Class C as 
Wilderness during the interim period. The basis for 
management is the Interim Management Plan for 
Wilderness (IMP) which applies to all public lands 
including those in the CDCA. 


Decision ~ The management of Class C will be based on the Class L 
guidelines or the IMP, whichever is more restrictive. In addition, 
competitive events will be prohibited, and certain areas already 
closed to motorized vehicles will remain closed; otherwise, vehicle 
access will be restricted to approved routes of travel. BLM does not 
have the authority to manage Class C as wilderness before designation. 


Also desert wilderness areas contain many inholdings of private 
lands which may be provided access. 


Vehicle access is also provided to many areas in view of the lack 
of water and harsh environment. 
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Issue No. 6: Adequacy of Burro Reduction in the CDCA 


Pros - Further reduction would reduce adverse impacts by 
burros on all other resources, especially bighorn sheep 
which are a threatened native species which conflict 
with burros. Reduction of burros would also Save funds 
further management of areas severely impacted by 
burros. 


Cons —- The BLM is directed by Federal Law to protect and 
manage these animals in a positive manner as an 
integral part of the public lands. Currently 73% 
reduction from existing numbers should bring 
populations in line with ecological conditions. In 
subsequent Herd Management Plans, additional reductions 
could be made. 


Decision - Keep Proposed Plan reduction levels in the Final Plan. 
Subsequent Herd Management Area Plans and Habitat Management Plans may 
require further reduction of burros if the ecological conditions 
warrant. Burros will be managed so as not to jeopardize bighorn 
sheep. 

Issue No. 7: Adequacy Of Livestock Element 

Some concerns have been expressed about the Livestock Grazing 
Element. These concerns are Summarized in three major categories 
below. 

Aspects of the Proposed Plan grazing program were described in 
public comments as being inadequate in detail, in extent of protection 
for the natural environment, or not recognizing realities of livestock 
operations in the Southern California Desert. These included: 


a) Elimination of livestock (especially sheep) from bighorn 
sheep habitat 


Pro -— Enhances bighorn sheep range 
- Reduces stress on bighorn sheep 
- Reduces transmission of disease 
Con -—- Not enough definitive data on impacts 


- Impractical to completely eliminate livestock all at 
once without study of each allotment. 


- Immediate lease cancellation will have adverse effects 
on operators 
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Decisions: a) No domestic sheep on bighorn sheep habitat. 


b) No AUM allocation for livestock on crucial bighorn 
sheep habitat. 


ce) Eliminate livestock on bighorn sheep ranges south 
of I-40. ; 


d) Fence waters to reduce competition and stress. 
e) Initiate a stewardship program under the guidance 
of the multiple use advisory council to focus on 
management. 
f) Begin a major research program on impacts. 
b) Further consideration of tortoise emergence in terms of more 
plant growth before allowing livestock turnout on crucial 


tortoise habitat. 


PRO" = Assures tortoise adequate feed. 
~ Promotes tortoise populations. 


Con -—- Standards already proposed should provide sufficient 
feed for tortoise. 


~ Further delays livestock turnout. 


Decisions: a) Allocate 350 lbs/acres and require emergence of 
tortoise before turnout in highly crucial habitat. 


b) Allow only one grazing pass by sheep. 
c) Designate livestock bedding and water areas. 


d) Allocate 200 lbs/acre forage before ephemeral feed 
turnout on tortoise habitat. 


e) Initiate stewardship program under the District 
multiple use advisory council to focus on management. 


¢) Further protection for the Mojave Ground Squirrel. 


Pro -— Added protection of a State-listed species 
Con -— Existing protection adequate 
Decisions: a) Ephemeral forage and sheep restrictions adequately 


protect and provide forage for squirrel. 


b) Off-road vehicle restrictions adequately protect 
squirrel habitat. 


ec) Superior Valley and Rose Valley multiple-use 
classification protect habitat. 


Issue No. 8: Funding for Implementation of the Desert Plan 


During the Plan's development and review, interest groups 
representing all sectors have repeatedly raised the issue as to 
whether BLM and the Department will be able to provide adequate 
funding for Plan implementation to meet scheduled actions such as road 
approvals, activity plans for ACECs and other areas, and prompt 
wilderness reporting. 


If funding for CDCA is not given high priority commencing in FY 
1982, BLM will not be able to maintain credibility with the interest 
groups who expect both ,protection and management of the Desert's 
resources and adequate services to public lands users. 


The plan, together with mandated regulations (e.g., 43 CFR 3809), 
reflects a level of demand from ALL user and interest groups for 
improved public services, monitoring, faster action on casework, 
prompt implementation of key decisions such as access designations, 
and better recreation management. BLM intends to meet these public 
expectations and demands. 


BLM also intends to act quickly to approve access routes -- as 
much to allay fears of "closing the desert" as to protect resources -- 
to move on a strong range management and improvement program, and to 
reduce burros Significantly. 


Decision: Approval of the recommended Plan includes the Department's 


commitment to adequate funding and support for the implementation of 
the Plan subject to annual budget decisions. 
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Be SITE SPECIFIC ISSUES 


In the following table site-specific issues raised by the public 
are Summarized. They are listed by the planning area number shown on 
the Multiple Use Classes Map in the "Final EIS and Proposed Flapnd 
Each issue was reexamined by staff; consideration was given to 
resource data and public comment. A number of changes were made to 
the plan as a result of public input. A "No change" in the decision 


column means that the area will remain as shown in the proposed plan. 


CEOLOGICAL SO 
4% MENLO PARK <n 
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PLanning 
Unit 
No. 


eitis 5 ty 
5,6,8,9, 
16513, 14, 
16,18,25, 
26,46, 48, 
49,50 


Multiple Use Class 


Change Class L or Class C to Class M. 
BLM does not consider mineral or 
agricultural resources. 


Deep Springs. Valley (Shadscale 
Community) HMP (W-2) is unjustified 


due to the prevalence of the Shadscale 
community in the CDCA. 


The Deep Springs Valley ACEC (ACEC 
#2), for protection of black toad 
habitat, is unnecessary. The habitat 
is on privately owned lands. 


Eureka Dunes. 


Should be an ORV open area. These 
dunes have been subject to light use 
and have shown no damage to plant 
life. 


ACEC boundaries should be extended to 
include Inyo County's entire ERA No. 
46, 


Wilderness Study Areas 117, 117A, 123 


Expand. boundaries so that entire 
ecosystem is protected. 


Do not designate hot springs in Saline 
Valley as wilderness. Public should 


have access. 


Do not allow strip mining in this area 
of high wilderness values. 
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No change. 


No change. 


Delete ACEC at Deep 
Springs Valley. 


No change. 


ACEC boundaries may be 
adjusted during the 
Activity Plan process. 


No change. 


No change (The springs 
are Class "L", not 
Classs ee - 


No change. 


ACTION 


Grazing 


What criteria are used for permitting 
grazing in Eureka Valley? 


No Change. 


Oppose addition of two new grazing 
allotment in Eureka Valley. 


No change. 


Access 


The 4 WD road between Eureka Dunes and 
Saline Valley should remain open. 


A special vehicle route 
will provide access 
between Eureka Dunes and 
Saline Valley. Details 
on location and 
management of the 
vehicle corridor will be 
decided during the 
wilderness report phase. 


Burros. Oppose retention of burros in 
Southern Eureka Valley, Northern 

Saline Range, and Southern Last Chance 
Range. 


No change. 


Wilderness Study Area 117 


Recommended area should be expanded. No change. 


Oppose strip mining in this area of 
high wilderness values. 


No change. 


Access. The 4 WD road between the 
Eureka Dunes and Saline Valley should 
remain open. 


A special vehicle route 
will provide access 
between Eureka Dunes and 
Saline Valley. Details 
on location and 
management of the 
vehicle corridor will be 
decided during the 
wilderness report phase. 


WSA 119 was recommended 
as suitable for 
wilderness. It will 


Wilderness Study Area 119 (Little Sand 
Spring) should be recommended for 
wilderness. 
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13) : 
No. 


Big Sand Spring should be made an 


ACEC. It is a relict habitat. 


Wilderness Study Area 117 


Expand boundaries to valley floor to 
encompass complete ecosystem. 


Opposed to strip mining in this 
wilderness area. 


Vehicle Access. 


The 4 WD road between Eureka Dunes and 
Saline Valley should remain open. 


Existing corridor through Saline 
Valley should be shown on map. 


In Saline Valley, change access to 
"existing routes of travel". 


Request approval of both roads to 


lower warm springs; i.e., the roads on 
both sides of the Saline Valley Dunes. 


Burros. Reduce number of burros in 
this area. 


Mining claim. Areas in Goler Wash and 


Keystone Canyon should be designated 


Multiple Use Class I because of 
historical and existing mining 
operations. 
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adjoin an area in Nevada 
which has also been 
recommended. 


No change. 


No change. 


No change. 


A special vehicle route 
will provide access 
between Eureka Dunes and 
Saline Valley. Details 
on location and 
management of the 
vehicle corridor will be 
decided during the 
wilderness report phase. 


Same as above. 


No change. 


No change. (Both roads 
are designated for 
vehicle use; the dunes 
are recommended closed) 


No change. 


No change. 


Planning 
Unit 
No. 


Aircraft landing strips should not be 
permitted in Saline Valley. 


Saline Valley Warm Springs should be 


designated an ACEC to allow continued 


recreational use of the hot springs 
under the existing restrictions. 


Saline Valley ACEC and Saline Valley 


Dunes and Mesquite Marsh HMP should be 


limited to the freshwater and saline 
marsh and the riparian area. 
Inclusion of the dunes and mesquite 
thicket is not justified. 


Wilderness Study Area 120 (Wacoba 


Wash) should be recommended for 


wilderness. 


Multiple Use Class 


Change from Class C to Class L or 
designate an ACEC in areas of Inyo 
County ERAs #32 (Inyo Mountain natural 
Area) and #33 (Saline Valley Salt 
Tram). Areas outside ERAs should be 
Class M. 


East Slope Inyo Mountains HMP (W-3) 


should encompass only Beveridge and 
Hunter Canyons (bighorn sheep and rare 
and endangered plants) and the ancient 
Bristlecone Forest. 


Cerro Gordo ACEC (#5) is largely in 
private ownership. It should not be 
an ACEC. 

Lee Flat Shadscale Scrub HMP (W-5) is 
unjustified due to the prevalence of 
the Shadscale community in the CDCA. 


Tale deposit areas should be 
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No change. 


No change. 


Boundaries may be 
adjusted during the ACEC 
activity plan process 
and/or HMP preparation 
and environmental 
assessment process. 


No change. 


No change. 


Boundaries may be 
adjusted during the HMP 
preparation and 
environmental assessment 
process. 


No change. 


No change. 


No change. 


Planning 
Unit. 


No. 


designated Class M, not Class C. 


Wilderness Study Area 117 


Expand boundaries to valley floor to 
encompass complete ecosystem. 


No change. 


Opposed to strip mining in this 


No change. 
wilderness area. 


Hunter-Cottonwood Mt./Grapevine Canyon 
(Bighorn Sheep habitat) HMP (W-4) 
should be limited to the area 
designated in Inyo County ERA No. 35. 


Boundaries may be 
adjusted during the HMP 
preparation and the 

environmental assessment 
process. 


Wilderness Study Area 117. 


See P.U. 11 


Access. 


Change motorized vehicle access from 
"designated roads and ways" to 
"existing roads and ways". 


No change. 


Existing corridors through Saline 
Valley should be shown on map. 


A vehicle route between 
Eureka Dunes and Saline 
Valley will be 

designated. See P.U. 6. 


Minerals, agriculture. Change MUC 
from Class C to Class L and from Class 
LaboecClass.M. 


No change. 


Burros. Reduce number of burrceos in 
Saline Valley. 


Airstrips should not be permitted in 
Saline Valley. 


Burros. Retain fewer burros close to 
Death Valley National Monument. 


Access. Opposed to motorized access 
to Panamint Valley. 


The northern 
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Plannin 
No. | : 


Section of Panamint 
Valley is closed to 
vehicles. 


Multiple Use Class 


Favor multiple use class designation 
as shown in Draft Plan's Use 
Alternative, i.e. Classes L, M and I. 
Panamint Dunes should be open to ORV 
recreationists. 


No change. 


Olancha Dunes should be open for ORV 


Change motorized vehicle 
free play. 


access in the dunes to 
"open". Multiple use 
class is "M", 


Olancha ORV free play area should be 
reestablished. This was the last free 
play area in Inyo County. 


Same as above. 


Black Springs "Special Attention Area" 


No change. 
is unjustified. 


Rose Spring ACEC (#7) should not be 
crossed by utility corridor(s). 


No change. 


Rose Valley (Mojave Ground Squirrel 
Habitat) HMP (W-11) is internally 
inconsistent with the wildlife element 
and with the BLM Bakersfield District 
Coso KGRA Final EIS. HMP is opposed 
by Inyo County. 


No change. 


Fossil Falls ACEC (#10) boundaries 
should be extended to include the 
archeologically and geologically 

Significant features as drawn in Inyo 
County ERA No. 42. 


ACEC boundaries may be 
adjusted during the 
activity plan process. 


Multiple Use Class 


Change MUC designation from Class C 
and L to Class M in all areas except 
Inyo County ERA's 40 (Rose Spring), 41 


No change. 
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Plannin 
No. 


(Red Hill Cinder Cone), and 42 (Fossil 
Falls) which should remain Class L. 


Haiwee Reservoir should become a 
public recreation area after 


completion of L.A. Aqueduct Filtration 
Plant. 


No change. 


Freeman Canyon should be included in 
wilderness area, due to outstanding 
joshua tree forest. 


No change. 


Grazing 


Grazer concerned about reduction in 
AUMs in Onyx Ranch and about 

requirement to develop enclosures in 
critical riparian areas. 


Increase authorized AUMs 
from 6218 to 6850. 
Monitor riparian areas 
in cooperation with 
grazer. 


Reduce grazing allotments in Little 
Lake, Jawbone Canyon because of poor 
livestock management and overstocking. 


No change. 


Hunting. Opposed to hunting in ACEC 
#20. It endangers raptors and bighorn 
sheep. 


Access 


Do not reduce open area at Jawbone 
Canyon. 


Do not leave Dove Springs an open 
area. Favor Class "L". 


Butterbredt Springs Area, between Dove 
Canyon and Jawbone Canyon should be a 
Wildlife sanctuary. Protect it from 

cross country motorcyclers. 


Access. El Paso area should be open 
to ORV use. 


Volunteers. Should have live-in 
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ACTION 


patrollers or volunteers in critical 
areas such as Last Chance Canyon. 


Unclassified Lands. Provide areas for 
urban expansion and public service 
facilities near Ridgecrest. 


Lands adjoining the 
southwest boundary of 
the City of Ridgecrest 
will be placed in 
unclassified status for 
urban use, in 
conformance with local 
government planning. 


Rand Area. 


ORV users want area open for 
competitive events. Conservationists 
want to restrict ORV use, designate 
area Class L, disallow motorized 
vehicle events. 


Change from Class M to L 
in area NE of Desert 
Tortoise Natural Area 
and west of road from 
the Randsburg/Redrock 
Hwy to California City. 
Designate area the West 
Rand Mountain ACEC 
(#74). 


Greater protection is needed for 
Fremont—Stoddard Valley tortoise 
habitat. 


Same as above. 


Shooting and hunting should be 


No change. BLM has no 
curtailed in Rand Mountains. 


jurisdicition over 
firearms. 


Livestock Grazing should be eliminated 
from Last Chance Springs to benefit 
bighorn. 


No change. 


Tortoise 


Fremont-—Stoddard Valley tortoise 


Designate West Rand 
habitat needs greater protection. 


Mountain ACEC (#74). 
see P.U. 21. 


Need compatible land use adjacent to 
Desert Tortoise Natural Area. 


Same aS above. 
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Protect lands adjacent to Desert 
Tortoise Natural Area from ORV abuse, 
by 1) land acqusition, 2) patrol 
enforcement, 3) restrictive land use 
classification. 


No change. 


Protect Desert Tortoise Natural Area 
by controlling or preventing hunting, 
ORV use and trespass grazing. Acquire 
private lands and establish a buffer 
zone from ORVs, California City, and 
agriculture. 


No change. 


Burros should be eliminated in Darwin 
Falls area, not just reduced. 


No change. 


Darwin Falls ACEC (#6). Boundaries 
should include Darwin Falls and China 
Garden but exclude Darwin Wash. 


ACEC boundaries may be 
adjusted during the 
activity plan process. 


Darwin Falls area. Oppose cancelling 
or acquiring water rights and 
prohibiting hunting in this area. 


No change. 


Multiple Use Class 


Change from Class L to Class M except 
within boundaries of Inyo County ERAs 
36 (Darwin Falls), 37 (Argus Range). 


No change. 


Argus Mountain HMP should apply only 
to the Argus Range north of the Onyx 
Mine vicinity because of critical 

bighorn sheep habitat. Habitat south 
of the Onyx Mine is seasonal, 
intermittent and/or irregular. 


Boundaries may be 
adjusted during the HMP 
preparation and 

environmental assessment 
processes. 


Access 


Opposed to motorized access to 
Panamint Valley. 


No change. 


The northern part of the lake in 
southern Panamint Valley should be 
closed to protect wildlife. 


Change access from 
"approved routes" to 
"closed" in northern 
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Unit 
No. 


part of Panamint Lake, 
the mesquite marsh. 


Wilderness recommendation requested 
for northern and Central Panamint 
Valley. 


No change. 


Burros should be completely removed in 
south and middle portions of Panamint 
Valley. 


No change. 


Paleosoils. Protect rare paleosoils 


No change. 
in the Lake Hill area. 


Microwave repeater site needed to 
serve Death Valley. 


Change. Approve 
repeater site at Porter 
Peak. 


Mining. 


Wilderness Study Areas 136 and 137A 
should be Class "L" to allow small 
scale mining. 


No change. Area is 
designated Class L. 


Class L in WSAs 136 and 137A will 
limit the activities of small mine 
operators. 


No change. 


Wilderness. Request wilderness 


No change. 
designation for WSAs 136, 137, 137A. 


Surprise Canyon ACEC (#8) boundaries 
should include only the riparian area 
and culturally or historically 

important sites. 


ACEC boundaries may be 
adjusted in the activity 
plan process. 


Multiple Use Class 


Change Class L to Class M in areas 
outside the boundaries of Inyo County 
ERA 51. 


No change. 


Great Falls Basin (Inyo Brown Towhee) 
ACEC (ACEC #12). 
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Planning 
Unit 
No. 


Landowner opposes acquisition of 
private property by BLM. Suggests 
using landowners as live-in 
caretakers. Oppose expansion of 
visitor scenic and interpretation 
program. 


ACEC boundaries are too broad. They 
should reflect the boundaries of Inyo 
County ERA No. 5o. 


Burros should be completely removed 
from the Searles Lake area. 


Access. Rademacher Area should be 
kept open for motorized vehicle free 
play. 


Trona Pinacles ACEC (#16) should not 
be fenced in. Fences would provide 
visual obstruction for filming. 


Unclassified lands. Provide areas for 
urban expansion and public service 
facilties near Ridgecrest. 


Access. 


Closing Red Mountain to motorized 
vehicle free play will cause 
overcrowding of Johnson Valley, the 
only other open area accessible to the 
Los Angeles Basin. 


Allow a route through Golden Valley to 
connect two racing areas. 


Harper Dry Lake should be open to 
landsailing. 


Wildlife 


Fremont-Stoddard Valley desert 
tortoise habitat needs greater 
protection. 


ISSUE ACTION 


Work with land owners in 
developing the ACEC plan 
to assure that visitor 
use is compatable with 
private lands. 


ACEC boundaries may be 
adjusted in the activity 
plan process. 


No change. 


No change. 


No change. ACEC 
management plan will 
consider impacts of 
fencing. 


Please see P.U. #20. 


Planning 


No. 


ni 


West Mojave Saltbush Community should 
be expanded and should have ACEC 
status. 


No change. 


ACECs 36 and 37 may conflict with the 
County of San Bernardino's General 
Plan, which designates this area for 
agriculture. 


No change. 


West Mojave Saltbush Community 


Move location to one 
township south of 
previous correction. 


Editorial correction. 


Thé West Mojave Saltbush Community 
should be expanded and should be 
designated an ACEC. 


No change. 


Fremont—Stoddard Valley desert 
tortoise habitat needs greater 
protection. 


El Mirage Dry Lake open area 


Should be expanded to surrounding area 
to prevent overcrowding of lake bed 
and to provide more challenging 
riding. 


High visitor use at El Mirage Dry Lake 
requires greater BLM supervision. 


Fremont-—Stoddard Valley desert 
tortoise habitat needs greater 
protection. 


Rainbow Basin — Owl Canyon ACEC (#39) 
boundary should encompass significant 
paleontological sites. 


Adjust boundary to agree 
with the Draft Rainbow 
Basin Natural History 
Management Plan. 


Mining. Historical and active gold Change from "L" to "M" 
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mining district (Morrow Mining 
District) should be changed from Class 
L to Class M. 


Cronese Basin 


Need active management plan to remove 
exotic plants from East Cronese Lake, 
to protect habitat of migratory 
waterfowl, including Yuma Clapper 
Rail. 


Protect archaeological sites and 
wildlife by designating Cronese Basin 
an ACEC. 


Access 


Boundary adjustments of the open area 
were made to avoid trespass of 
recreationists on private land. 


Access. The area between the Stoddard 
Valley and Johnson Valley open areas 

should be changed to Class M to allow 
point-to-point events to pass through. 


Rockhounds need vehicle access to 
Stoddard Mountain-Sidewinder Mountain 
and to northern end of Lucerne Valley 
Dry Lake. 


No. 


the areas T32S, R4H7E, 
Sections (parts) 28, 21, 
29 and 20 and T32S, 
R46E, Sections 32, 33, 
34. 


Create Cronese Lakes 
ACEC (#75) to protect 
archeological sites. 
Action will also benefit 
migratory waterfowl and 
other wildlife. 


Same as above. 


Class I was changed to 
Class M in the following 
areas: a) move 
northern boundary south; 
b) remove lands 
northwest of Interstate 
153; ¢c) move southeast 
boundary to the north. 
This area was designated 
the Stoddard Valley 
Recreational Vehicle 
Area. 


Designate a specific 
corridor for Johnson 
Valley to Stoddard 
Valley competitive 
events. 


No change. Ample access 
Will be provided. 


Gare 
Unit 
No. 


Unclassified Land - Area in southeast 
corner of planning unit is surrounded 
by private lands. It should be 

unclassified. 


Change from Class L to 
unclassified. 


Juniper Flats ACEC (#45) may conflict 
with general plan of San Bernardino 
County, which designates this area as 
"Rural Living". 


No change. 


Access. 


Oppose closure of Ord Mountains to ORV 
free play. 


No change. 


Need access to patented mining claims 
on Ord Mountain. 


Change from Class L to M 
to provide for mineral 
exploration and 

development. 


Allow competitive events to cross the 
area between the Johnson Vdlley and 
Stoddard Valley open areas. 


Designate a specific 
corridor from Johnson 
Valley to Stoddard 

Valley for competitive 
events. 


Pisgah Lava Flow Area 


Wildlife species should be protected 
from mining and ORV recreation. 


Mining company request change from 
Class M to Class I to facilitate 
mineral exploration and development. 


Newberry/Granite area should be 
classified as an ACEC to protect 
raptor nesting and foraging areas. 


Access. 


Newberry area should be open to 
vehicle use. 


change. 


Need access to petroglphs in Rodman 
Mountains. 


change. 
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A corridor should be established for 
the Johnson Valley to Parker 
competitive event. 


Upper Johnson Valley Yucca Rings ACEC 
iE Drea cougdisae Dp dbl Saiee ip aS ROE 


This ACEC may conflict with the 
general plan of San Bernardino County 
which designates this area as "rural 
living". 


Protect yucca rings by expanding area 
of ACEC and changing adjoining area to 
a more protective class. 


Delete northern portion of ACEC since 
it contains only marginally 
Significant examples of Mojave Yucca 
rings. 


Access. Boundary Adjustments of the 
open area were made to avoid trespass 
of recreationists on private land. 


Grazing. Public lands in the 
Rattlesnake Canyon lease should be 
added to grazing allotment #7111. 


Area west of Cottonwood Springs is 
heavily mined and adjacent to Highway 
247. It should be Class M, not Class 
Le 


Multiple Use Class. County of Inyo 
requests that Funeral Mountains (WSA 
143) be recommended for wilderness 
Status. Change remainder of Class L 
to Class M except for area 
corresponding to Inyo County ERA No. 
54. 
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No. 


Designate a specific 
corridor from Johnson 
Valley to Parker. 


No change. 


No change. 


Delete the portion of 
the ACEC north of the 
road from Lucerne Valley 
to Pisgah. 


Southern boundary of the 
open area was moved to 
the north. Class I was 
changed to Class M. 


Sections 11, 12, T3N, 
R2E and section 7, T3N, 
R3E were added to 
allotment #7111. 


Change multiple use 
class from L to M in 
area west of Cottonwood 
Springs. 


Reclassify Funeral 
Mountains from Class L 
to Class C. Exclude 
mining areas on northern 
Slopes. 


a a 
No. 


A "Natural Area" should be established No change. 
for Ash Meadows and Eagle Mountain 

Wildhorse Herds. The "Natural Area" 

should correspond to Inyo County ERA 

No. 54 and be designated Class L 

and/or ACEC. 


Mining. Land adjacent to Ryan area Change multiple use 

should be classified as M, not L, due class from L to M in 

to the presence of borate reserves. T25N, R3E, Sections 4-8, 
COseat i eae ts 


Multiple Use Class. Change Class L to No change. 
Class M, except for area corresponding 
to Inyo County ERA No. 54. 


Multiple Use Class. Change Class L to No change. 
Class C for northern half and Class M 
for southern half. 


The area adjacent to the Greenwater No change. 
Valley recommended wilderness area 

(WSA 148) should be Class L, not Class 

M. 


Mining. Land adjacent to the Gerstley No change. Mineral 
Mine should be classified M, not L. areas are already in 
due to the presence of borate Class M. 

reserves. 


Multiple Use Class. Reduce the Class No change. 
C area to either the boundaries shown 

in the Use Alternative of the Draft 

Plan or the boundaries of Inyo County 

ERA No. 57. 


Chicago Valley (Mesquite Thicket) No change. 
"Special Attention Area" is 

unjustified. Mesquite thicket is 

common in Inyo County if not the 

entire CDCA. 


California Valley (Mesquite Thicket) No change. 
SA is unjustified. Same as above. 
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Planning 
Unit 
No. 


Amargosa River/Grimshaw Lake ACEC 
(#13). 


ACEC boundaries should include only 
the river and riparian area. Oppose 
inclusion of China Ranch, private 
property containing gypsum claims, and 
Grimshaw Lake in the ACEC. 


ACEC should be expanded. 


Recommended Wilderness Area, Kingston 
Range, Kingston Wash and Amargosa 
Gorge, should be expanded to include 
the entire wilderness study area 
(#222). 


Kingston Range ACEC should be limited 
to the area of Inyo County ERA No. 59. 
Only 1500 to 2000 acres of higher 
elevations should be included in order 
to manage bighorn sheep and mule deer 
populations. 


Access. Oppose open vehicle access on 
Silurian Lake, due to potential 
trespass. 


Avawatz Mountain should be designated 
as suitable for wilderness. 


Salt Creek (Dumont) ACEC (#18) may 
conflict with general plan of San 
Bernardino County, which plans for a 
Special Service Center at this 
location. 


Close Silver Dry Lake to vehicle 


access. 


Afton Canyon ACEC (#43). The 
campground should be moved away from 
the sensitive riparian area. 
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ACEC boundaries may be 
adjusted during the 
activity plan process. 


Same as above. 


No change. 


ACEC boundaries may be 
adjusted during the 
activity plan process. 


No change. 


No change. 


No change. 


Designate Silver Dry 
Lake "closed" except by 
special permit. 


No change. ACEC 
management plan will 
consider these issues. 


Planning 
Unit 
No. 


ACTION 


Motorcyclists should be kept under 
control at the campground. 


The Crucero Area should not become 
wilderness; it contains many evidences 
of man's work. 


No change. (No 
recommended wilderness 
in Crucero Area). 


Access. 


Need corridor for competitive events. Johnson-to—Parker race 


route. See P.U. 39. 


Oppose ORV use in Mesquite Hills. 


Relocate Rasor Ranch 
motorized vehicle open 
area to the west, i.e., 
northward of Crucero and 
adjacent to Rasor Road. 
Change Class from I to 
L. This change will 
move ORV play away from 
Mesquite Hills area. 


Access. 


Opposed to open area at Rasor Ranch, 
due to concern for sensitive cultural 
and wildlife resources and fear of 
potential impact of ORVs cn adjacent 
ACECs 41 and 42. 


Relocate motorized 
vehicle open area to 
northwest of Crucero, 
adjacent to Rasor Road. 
Change former Class I 
area to Class L. 


Do not close Crucero Dunes. 


Same as above. 


The Devils Playground area should be 
open to vehicles. 


Change MV access from 
"closed" to "approved 
routes of travel". 


Fort Soda ACEC (#4) and Mojave Chub 
HMP (habitat management plan) should 

be enlarged due to proximity of Rasor 
Ranch open area. 


No change. Relocation 
of ORV open area to the 
west should eliminate 

this problem. 


Mojave Sink should be managed as Class 
L, not Class M due to sensitive 
cultural resources and ORV damage. 


No change. 
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Planning 
Unit 
N 


Cryptogammic soils in Old Dad 
Mountains are very sensitive and 


should be protected. 


Fort Mojave Road — correct mapping 


error. 


Give special attention and management 
to the East Mojave Area in recognition 
of outstanding natural, scenic and 
cultural resources, preferably by 
establishing a Mojave National Park. 


Access. 


Granite Mountain should be a vehicle 
open area. 


Kelso Dunes should be an open area. 


Burro population should be eliminated 
in Granite - Providence area for 
benefit of bighorn sheep. 


Wildlife Management. HMP #32 (for 
bighorn sheep) between Granite and 
Bristol Mountains should be extended 
to the north to include Old Dad 
Mountain and Kelso Peak. 


Amboy Crater 


Clark Mountain should be given 
wilderness recognition. 


Burros should be eliminated from the 


Clark Mountain ACEC (#19) to protect 
bighorn sheep habitat. 
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No change. 


Extend road westward to 
Fort Soda. 


Establish the East 
Mojave Scenic Area, to 
grant recognition to 
this special area while 
providing multiple use 
and sustained yield 
management under the 
BLM. 


Designate Amboy Crater 
as a National Natural 
Landmark. 


No change. 


No change. 


ACTION 


Burros. Favor removing the 174 burros 
which Desert Plan proposes to maintain 
in Clark Mountain/ Lava Beds/Cima Dome 
Area. 


Mountain Pass/Dinosaur Trackway ACEC 
(#30) may conflict with the Desert 

Special Service Center proposed by the 
San Bernardino County General Plan. 


Cima Dome should be designated an 
ACEC. It contains densest Joshua Tree 
woodlands in CDCA. 


Ivanpah Mountains should be designated 
Class L, not Class M. 


Mining areas on west slope of Kokoweef 
Peak should be Class I, not Class M. 


Ivanpah Valley should be designated 
Class L, not Class M, to provide for 
potential coal-fired power plant. 


Ivanpah Valley tortoise habitat should 
be protected by greater control of 
grazing. 


New York Mountains. 


All of the range (WSA 265) should be 
recommended for wilderness. 


Property owners fear that wilderness 
status will cause an overrun of people 
in their area. 


The mountains are threatened by mining 
and grazing interests. 


Mid-hills area (WSA 264) should be 
designated as wilderness. 


South Providence Mountains should be 
designated as wilderness. 
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Table Mountain (WSA 270) and Woods No change. 
Mountain and Hackberry Mountains (WSA 

271) should be designated as 

Wilderness due to scenic, 

archaeological, wildlife, and natural 

values. 


Grazing. 


In the Fenner Valley, permit grazing No change. 
only by native species. 


Allow grazing in Fenner Valley. No change. 


Vegetation harvesting. Permit no No change. Permits are 
harvesting of native vegetation in the required. 
East Mojave. 


East Mojave National Park should be Establish the East 
established. Mojave Scenic Area. See 
BiUs7595 


Grazing should be permitted in Lanfair No change. 
Valley. 


Burro removal in Piute Mountains would No change. 
not benefit bighorn, since they are 
transient here. 


Fort Piute needs protection, No change. 
particularly the petroglyphes. 


Burro removal in Dead Mountains will No change. 
not benefit bighorn, since they are 
transient in this area. 


Unclassified lands. City of Needles No change. City of 
requests that public lands within its Needles is getting 
sphere of influence be identified as enough unclassified 
"unclassified". lands to serve its 
immediate needs. 


Fenner-—Chemehuevi tortoise habitat No change. 
should be change from Class M to Class 
Lia 


48 


tee | 
Unit 
No. 


The telecommunication site in Clipper 


Valley which is to serve the 
Allen-Warner valley project should be 
shown on Utility Corridor Map. 


Grazing. Owner of Laisy Daisy grazing 


lease protests reduction in size of 
lease. 


Grazing. Request to approve grazing 


allotment adjacent to Chemehuevi 


Reservation. 


Wildlife Management. Extend Bullion 


Mountain Bighorn Sheep Habitat (HMP 


40) to the east to include the herd in 
Sheep Hole Mountains. 


Dale Lake ACEC (#51) may conflict with 


industrial salt extraction operations 


at the lake. 


The areas west and east of Sheep Hole 
Mountain Wilderness should be Class L, 
not Class M, to provide a buffer. 


Access 


Cadiz dunes should be protected by 
rerouting competitive events away from 
this sensitive area. 


Open Cadiz Dunes for ORV use. 
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ACTION 


No change. 


No change. 


No change. 


Include Sheep Hole 
Mountains in the Bullion 
Mountain Bighorn Sheep 
Habitat (HMP —-40). 


No change in ACEC 
location. Rewrite 
management prescriptions 
to insure coordination 
with industrial 
operations while still 
protecting cultural 
resources. 


No change. 


No change. 


Motorized access in the 
southern 2/3 of dune was 
changed from closed to 
"approved routes of 
travel". The northern 
1/3 will remain closed. 


Request change in classification of 
land at Old Woman Mountain from Class 
L to Class M to allow jojoba farming. 


Turtle Mountains 


The recommended wilderness area should 
be expanded to the original boundary 
Shown in the Draft Protection 
Alternative. Valley areas, alluvial 
Slopes, and bajadas should be 
included. 


Open up access to excellent 
rockhounding area in the northern 
section; should be Class M, not Class 
Lis 


Prohibit mining in Turtle Mountains. 


Mopah Springs. Protect cultural 
resources at Mopah Springs. 


Designate a specific route for 
traditional Parker 400 point-to-point 
event. 


Burros should be totally eliminated in 
the Whipple Mountain portion of the 
Chemehuevi HMA (W35) to make it 
feasible to reintroduce bighorn into 
this historic range. 


Whipple Mountain recommended 
wilderness area 


Change designation of land south of 
recommended wilderness area from Class 
M to Class L to provide a buffer. 


Remove an active and historical mining 
area (with a landing strip) from the 
northwest portion of the recommended 
Wilderness area. 
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No. 


No change. 


No change. 


No change. 


No change. 


Designate an ACEC at 
Mopah Springs. 


A specific corridor was 
identified for the 
Parker 400 race. 


No change. Cooperate 
with Chemehuevi Indian 
Reservation and Yuma BLM 
to achieve significant 
burro reduction. 


No change. 


Change classification of 
the specified land from 
Class°C to Class L. 


Pending ACTION 
No. 


Whitewater recommended wilderness area 
(WSA 218A) 


Designation of this area as Class C 
eliminates three proposed alternatives 
for controlling flooding in the 
Coachella Valley. Each proposal 
requires construction of a dam in 
Whitewater Canyon. 


No change. 


The southern border of the recommended 
Wilderness area should be moved 
northward to avoid interference with 
wind generating stations proposed for 
San Gorgonio Pass. 


No change. 


Wilderness area should be extended to 
the north to include checkerboard land 
north of Whitewater ACEC (#49). 


No change. 


Grazing. Public lands in the 
Whitewater Canyon Lease should be 
included in Allotment #7118. 


Add section 32, TIN, R4YE 
to Whitewater Canyon 
Lease. 


Big Morongo Canyon ACEC (#50) may 
conflict with a Desert Special Service 
Center projected in the San Bernardino 
County General Plan. 


No change. The ACEC is 
compatable with the 
County's goals as 
expressed in General 
Plan elements. 


Utility lines are opposed in the area 
between Joshua Tree National Monument 
and Highway 62. The area should be 

permanently protected. 


No change. 


Pinto Hills Recommended Wilderness 
Area (WSA 328) should be Class L, not 
Classics 


No change. 


Pinto Mountain should be managed as 
Class L rather than Class M. It 

adjoins a wilderness area in Joshua 
Tree National Monument. 


No change. 


yl 


No. 


Pinto Mountains should be recommended 
as wilderness; would provide a buffer 
for wilderness area in Joshua Tree 

National Monument. 


No change. 


Eagle Mountain recommended wilderness 
area. The northern boundary should be 
moved south because of patented claims 
belonging to Kaiser Steel and 
projected future expansion of the 
Eagle Mountain Iron Mine. 


The boundary of the 
southeast corner of the 
Class L area (89a) and 
the southern boundary of 
the Class I area (89b) 
were moved approximately 
3/4 mi south, resulting 
in a change from Class C 
to Classes L and M. The 
northeast corner of the 
Class C area was changed 
to Class M. 


Multiple Use Class. The Class I area 
north of Eagle Mountain should be 
change to Class L. 


No change. 


Access 


Request an ORV free play area near 
Blythe. 


A portion of Ford Dry 
Lake is designated as a 
vehicle open area 


Designate an access road to the Palen 
Mountain proposed wilderness area. 
Suggest the existing road from the 
Midland road via the Inca rail siding 
to the north end of the McCoy 
Mountains and northwestward through 
Palen Pass to the Desert Center/ Rice 
Highway. 


Road approval will be 
studied. 


Multiple Use Class Designations 


Move the northern boundary of the 
Palen Mountain recommended wilderness 
area to the south to provide vehicle 

access to an excellent rock collecting 
area. 


No change. Adjustments 
can be made during 
wilderness report phase. 
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Unit 
No. 


91 


92 


Change boundary of Palen Mountain 
recommended wilderness area to exclude 
land adjacent to a privately owned 
section which owners wish to use for 
agriculture. 


The bottom of the wash which separates 
the Palen and McCoy Mountains should 
be the boundary between Class M and 
Class L. 


Ford Dry Lake 


This area should be designated an ACEC 
because of rich archaeological 
resources and tortoise habitat. 


BLM should mitigate damage done to the 
lake by ORV use, sheep grazing, and 
botulism outbreaks, in order to 
protect migrating birds. 


Corn Springs Campground should be 


moved away from water sources to 
protect wildlife. 


Access for rock collecting should be 
provided in the Little Maria 
Mountains. 


Access 


Access for rock collecting should be 
provided in the McCoy Mountains. 


The City of Blythe requests an access 
road to the Palen Mountains from the 
east (Midland Road). See P.U. 90. 


The City of Blythe requests a road 
from the Wiley-Wells off-ramp of 
Interstate 10 to the north end of the 
McCoy and Palen Mountains. 


ae 


Move southern boundary 
of Palen Mountain WSA to 
the north of Section 6, 
T5S, R18W. Change 
classification of land 
to the south of the 
section from C to M. 


No change. 


No change. 


HMP W-54 will address 
needs of migrating 
birds. 


No change. 


No change. 


No change. 


No change. Road 
approval will be 
studied. 


A vehicular route will 
be designated through 
the Palen Mountain Class 
C area. The starting 


City of Blythe requests that the McCoy 
wash be made an off road free play 
area due to its accessibility to the 
Blythe area population. 


McCoy Wash 


A conflict exists between limited use 
classification of this area and 
traditional hunting and ORV use. 


The Colorado River (Blythe) intaglios 
Should be an ACEC. They need special 
management to protect against housing 
development and ORV use. 


Open Rice Dunes to vehicular access. 


The City of Palm Springs objects to 
BLM acquiring private lands to block 
up the Santa Rosa HMP. They would 
like BLM to trade sections within the 
Palm Hills planning area to increase 
amount of land available for 
development. 


All of the Santa Rosa Mountains (WSA 
341) should be declared suitable for 
Wilderness. 


Protect Peninsular bighorn sheep and 
desert slender salamander from urban 
development in the Palm Hills and Palm 
Springs Atajo Project areas. 
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Planni 
No. 


point will be the Wiley 
Wells off-ramp of I-10. 


BLM will work with City 
to locate a small open 
area near the city on 
unclassified land. 


No change. Hunting can 
continue in Class L. 


No change. The 
intaglios are outside 
the CDCA, and are 
administered by Yuma 
office of BLM. These 
concerns will be brought 
to attention of Yuma BLM 
office. 


Change vehicular access 

from "existing routes of 
travel" to "open" at the 
Rice Dunes. 


No change. 


No change. 


No change. 


Plannin [acronis 
No. 
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96 


97 
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Wildlife. Protect the Coachella 


No change. 
Valley fringe-toed lizard. 


Propose that the Salton Sea area be 
designated a national park due to 
unique wildlife. 


No change. 


Whitewater Marsh, the north end of the 
Salton Sea, should be designated as 
Class L or an ACEC instead of being 
considered for land tenure adjustment. 
Two federally listed birds inhabit 
this area. 


Whitewater Marsh was 
reclassified from 
"unclassified" status to 
Class L to facilitate 
wildlife management. 


Mecca Hills 


The- eastern Mecca Hills should be 
managed as Class L rather than Class M 
because of their extreme fragility. 


Develop Mecca Hills for recreational 
use by all interests. The dry washes 
north of Box Canyon Road should remain 
open for vehicle use. 


Extend Joshua Tree National Monument 
to include Mecca Hills. 


Orocopia foothills should be 
designated an open area. They contain 
some of the best 4-wheeling trails in 
Southern California. 


Chuckwalla Mountains recommended 
Wilderness area should be enlarged to 
include all the land shown in the 
Draft Protection Alternative. Close 
the Corn Springs Wash vehicle 
corridor. 


Chuckwalla Bench ACEC (#59) should be 
enlarged by acquiring private lands. 
At present, it is too small to 
maintain tortoise population. 


ACEC #59 was extended 
toward the west into 
Planning Unit 97. Land 
acquisition may be 
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Burros should be removed, with the 
help of the Navy. 


Protect tortoise in the Chuckwalla 
area, the fourth most populated 
tortoise area in CDCA. Routes of 
travel should be designated 
immediately. 


Coachella Valley Dune Thicket ACEC 
(#57). Concerned about potential 
effects of a utility corridor which 
crosses this ACEC. 


Dispose of the public lands in 
southern half of planning unit, or 
change Class L to Class M which is 
more consistent with Imperial County's 
General Plan. 


The Palo Verde Wilderness Study Area 
(WSA 352) should be recommended for 
Wilderness designation. 


Mule Mountains ACEC (#58) 


Oppose closing access to petroglyphs. 


Rock Collecting. Prime rockhounding 
areas in the Palo Verde Mountains 
should be reclassified from Class L to 
Class M and vehicular access provided 
on already existing roads and ways. 


Little Picacho area (WSA 356) should 
be designated wilderness. 


Little Picacho area (WSA 356) should 
be added to Picacho State Park. 
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Planni 


needed in order to 
achieve effective 


management. 


No change. 


No change. 


No change. ACEC plan 
will determine access. 


No change. 


No change. 


No change. 


“Gait . e. ee 
Unit. 
No. 


Picacho Recreation Area should not be 
closed or restricted from public use. 


Picacho Peak WSA (355A) should exclude 
Carrizo Wash. It contains a major ORV 
route. 


Little Picacho Peak WSA (356) should 
be reclassified as Class M due to two 
major, long-used jeep trails. 


Multiple Use Class. 


Dispose of public lands in the 
northern checkerboard portion of the 
planning unit or change the MUC class 
from L to M in areas which are not 
critical habitat. County of Imperial 
feels that Class M is more consistent 
with the general plan designation of 
"desert residential and preservation." 


Change the MUC Class from L to M in 
areas away from the river. County of 
Imperial states that MUC Class L is 
inconsistent with the county 
designation of recreation. 
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Prohibit mining in Little Picacho 
area. 


No change. 


102 Gold Rock Ranch area should be 
reclassified from Class L to Class M 
to provide for rockhounding and other 


recreation of winter visitors. 


Change the class 
designation from L to M 
in the area south and 
east of the Cargo 
Muchacho Mountains and 
west of Ogilby Road. 


Public works Department of the County 
of Imperial is looking for sites for 
sand and gravel extraction and for 
solid waste disposal. 


Same as above. 


In addition, reclassify 
a two mile wide strip 
lying just north of 
boundary of the Quechan 
Indian Reservation from 


ao 


Class L to Class M. 


San Diego Gas and Electric Company 
requests change of location of the 
proposed 500 Kv interconnect with 
Arizona Public Service from the 
present southerly route to a strip 
just north of the Quechan Indian 
Reservation. 


Same as above. 


County of Imperial requests sites for 
Sand and gravel extraction. 


Reclassify the land 
between the southerly 
boundary of the 
Chocolate Mountain 
Gunnery Range and 
Highway 78 from "L" to 
weit bs 


Algodones (Imperial) Dunes 


Favor wilderness designation for South 
Algodones Dunes. 


No change. 


Mammoth Wash should be reclassified 
irom eLass- CLO Class. 1....lhas LS 
traditionally an important 4HWD play 
area. It is also needed for sand 
mining. 


Change Mammoth Wash from 
Class C to Class I. 


Support opening Imperial Dunes to ORV 
use. 


Three sections are open 
to ORV free play: 
Gecko, Buttercup, and 
Mammoth wash. 


Oppose opening South Algodones Dunes 
to ORVs. Opening a Class L area to 
ORV free Play is inconsistent with 
purpose of class. 


No change. This area 
receives little or no 
play activity because of 
distance from embarking 
areas. Access to and 
through area is 
appropriate. 


Suggest specific rules for input of 
ORV users for activity plans. 


No change. Public 
review process will 
allow time for input. 


58 


Plannin 
No. 


Access in South Algodones Dunes is 
inconsistent - part "open" and part 
"approved routes of travel". 


Change vehicle access in 
eastern portion from 
"approved routes of 
travel" to "open", to 
provide a logical 
extension of the central 
dunes area. 


County of Imperial request change from 
Class L to Class M in sand dunes north 
of I-8 to provide consistency with 
general plan designation for 
recreation. 


No change. 


Canal construction is causing great 
devastation of the area near Mammoth 
Wash, particularly the habitat of 
desert lizards. Why is there so much 
concern over ORV damage and none about 
this large project? 


No change. 


Sand & Gravel extraction. 


County Engineer recommends that part 
of area 104a be set aside for sand and 
gravel extraction and the land use 
classification changed from L to M. 


No change. 


Reclassify areas adjacent to Highline 
canal from L to M to facilitate sand 
and gravel extraction. 


No change. 


Access/Wildlife. 


Vehicle use on the East Mesa should be 
strictly controlled to protect habitat 
of flat-tailed lizard. 


No change. 


Sand and gravel extraction. 


Imperial County Engineer recommends 
that specific sites in area 105d be 

reclassified from L to M to facilitate 
sand and gravel extraction. 


No change. EIS required 
only when area is 
greater than 5 acres. 


59 


7) - 
No. 


County Engineer requests change from L No change. Same as 
to M in land bordering Navy parachute above. 
range. 


Access. Provide access from Salton No change. 
Sea to Ocotillo Wells. 


Minerals/Recreation. The area south change. 
of Anza Borrego and labeled "OG-B" on 

the map should be saved for oil and 

gas exploration rather than being used 

as a motorized vehicle park. 


Wildlife 


Checkerboard ownership pattern prvents 
proper habitat management for rare and 
endangered species adjacent to Salton 
Sea. 


Rare and endangered species in Salton 
Sea and San Felipe Creek should be 
protected by ACECs. 


Multiple Use Class. 


Classification of land north of Hwy 78 
and east of Hwy 86 should be changed 
from Class L to Class M. 


Multiple Use Class Designation 


Change classification from M to L 
around gunnery range to provide a 
buffer zone between the naval lease 
area and the Plaster City Open Area. 


Change from Class L to Class M the 
area south of Highway 98, from the 
Westside Main Canal, west past 
Ocotillo, to facilitate sand and 
gravel extraction. 


Eliminate the "Davis Mountain 


Planning 
Unit 
No. 


Wilderness Area" (probably In-ko-pah 
Mountain, WSA 368) because of mineral 
potential and Border Patrol 
activities. 


Yuha Basin ACEC (#64) should be No change. 
strengthened to protect flat-tailed 
horned lizard and cultural resources. 


The Pinto Wash area should be No change. 
designated an ACEC. 


61 


Chapter III. PUBLIC ISSUES - Final EIS 


The following statements represent a cross-section of public 
comments about the FEIS. Approximately 230 letters, or nine percent 


of the total public input, contained comments on the impact statement. 


Generally the comments indicate a concern with what is preceived 
as deficiencies in the FEIS. In order to respond to these concerns, 
the comments have been abstracted from letters and testimony and 


sorted into eleven categories. 
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Te FEIS Generally Not Adequate. These comments relate to a 
perception that the FEIS is generally inadequate and does not meet the 
requirements of NEPA. 


"The EIS addressed impacts to the 10 major issues raised but does 
not address other equally important impacts." 


"Air quality not considered thoroughly (negative impact)." 


"EIS problem areas or inadequacies in following wilderness - 
should be listed as having significant beneficial impacts." 


"Wilderness as an issue is not listed as having a significant 
impact on wilderness as a resource." 


"The BLM's EIS fails to adequately examine and disclose the 
impact of nonwilderness designation upon each area's wilderness 
characteristics and values. Specifically impacted are high 
quality WSA's which aren't recommended as wilderness." 


"The EIS should have given consideration to alternatives which 
withdraw less potential wilderness from wilderness designation, 
(sic). That is, wilderness areas which aren't included in the 
Wilderness study areas should be included in varying amounts in 
the alternative." 


"EIS is inadequate in its coverage of: air quality, grazing, ORV, 
feral horses and burros, wildlife, too little wilderness." 


"The bureau's ability to mitigate physical and biological damages 
and the feasibility of reclamation of disturbed arid lands are 
overstated and are not based on existing knowledge." 


"The accuracy and adequacy of the impact assessment is 
questionable." 


"The BLM assessed impacts by weighing mail bags instead of 
considering the inherent resource values." 


"Implicit value judgements for decision making are not outlined 
and are unclear." 


"The EIS is too broad and no adequate data base or assessment 
were ever established." 


"Misquotation and omission of important citations exacerbate 
impacts in the California desert - reevaluation is needed." 


"EIS is written in a expurgated rose colored way to play down 
impacts to natural resources." 


"Impacts to resources as stated in the EIS have been manipulated 
by administrators for convenience." 
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"The BLM did not contact user groups to learn about their 
specific concerns regarding the DEIS. Therefore their input was 
minimized in the FEIS and Plan." 


"Comments from the public on the draft EIS were not used to 
identify additional issues for the FEIS and Plan." 


"Major structural flaws noted on DEIS still apply to the FEIS." 
"Impacts to desert resources are not mitigated to the level 
intended by Congressional mandate in Section 601 (a) (1) and 


(2) 


"The FEIS does not meet the congressional mandate for maintenance 
of environmental quality and sustained yield." 


"The FEIS does not demonstrate compliance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966." 


"The assumptions upon which the Plan is based (maintenance of 
environmental quality) are not supported by the EIS." 


"The FEIS and Plan do not comply with the requirements of NEPA." 


"The FES failed to adequately analyse the impact of the non- 


suitability designations upon the wilderness values foregone by 


the 


Response 
meet the 
general, 


The 
level of 
guidance 
Proposed 
detailed 
grazing). 


action." 


- the FEIS process was reviewed by CEQ staff and found to 
requirements of NEPA as they relate to the development of a 
long range regional management plan. 


EIS process was conducted at a level commensurate with the 
decision necessary to establish desert wide management 
and policy. The draft statement was used to develop the 
Plan. In some cases the analysis was site specific and 
(e.g. motorized vehicle open areas, utility corridors and 

In other cases the analysis was general and related to the 


probability of future occurences and the corresponding risk to 
sensitive resources (e.g. mineral development, and siting of power 
generating facilities). 


The 


final EIS analyzed the overall effectiveness* of the plan in 


resolving major issues on the California Desert. 


Ade Specific Concerns Not Addressed. A number of specific concerns 
should have been addressed in the final EIS. 


"Effects of MUC [Multiple Use Class] (shown on map) on private 
property not clearly disclosed." 
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"The FEIS should have a summary statement of the polls, 
indicating the consistent opinions of responders of the desert, 
State and nation." 


"Impacts to Special Areas, Primitive Areas, Outstanding Natural 
Area, and National Recreation Lands are not disclosed." ; 


"Reduction in the number of ACECs will have adverse impacts on 
those values contained in the omitted areas." 


"ACECs should be listed as having significant beneficial 
impacts." 


"Impacts from alternative forms of energy are not disclosed. 
e.g., biomass, Solar, coal, etc." 


"The EIS data base for recreation does not disclose prime 
recreation areas such as the use in the East Mesa open area and 
the Yuha Basin." 


"Seismic impacts were not disclosed (maps)." 


"Impacts on tax base from utility corridors which are routed on 
public lands." 


"Impacts to soils from utility corridors not disclosed." 


"Impacts to the visual environment by power plants are not 
disclosed." 


"Site specific impacts for proposed projects such as for the Cal 
Coal project are not disclosed." 


"Energy and utility element would cause impacts on wildlife." 
"Impacts to ACECs from MUC M is not disclosed." 
Response — Again, the regional scale of the plan dictated that only 
the major issues identified through public comment on the draft plan 
and EIS could be considered in the FEIS. 
3. Greater Range and Number of Alternatives Needed. More 
alternatives should have been considered in developing the Desert Plan 


according to a number of commenters. 


"The Desert Plan is not protective enough; needs more 
reclassifying of MUC to protect resources." 


"Choosing between the multiple use class designations is hampered 
by the lack of description of the environmental impacts which 


will result from the different multiple use class designations." 


"The FEIS did not include a middle range proposal between the 
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protection and balanced alternatives for wilderness 
recommendations and, thus, did not discuss a reasonable range of 
alternatives under NEPA." 


"The three wilderness alternatives did not give a wide enough 
range of selection. There needed to be many alternatives to 
Select an appropriate alternative from." 


"The Proposed Plan is sufficiently different from all 
alternatives in the Draft and should have a supplement EIS." 


Response — this concern was raised during the draft plan/EIS public 
review phase of the program. An adequate response to this concern was 
provided on page E-97 of the "Final EIS and Proposed Plan". 


4, Eco-System Approach Not Considered. The following commenters 
registered concern about the approach used to delineate multiple-use 
classes. They advocate an "eco-system" approach rather than what they 
preceive to be a land use or demand based system. 


"The Plan appears to perpetuate past BLM practices: plan 
boundaries based on current human use, development has priority, 
mineral extraction." 


"Planning unit boundaries are arbitrary." 


"Plan is still based on dividing the desert based on user demand; 
not on resource capability to withstand and sustain." 


Response: This issue was raised during the draft plan review phase of 
the program and fully addressed on page E-98 of the Final EIS and 
Proposed Plan. 


he Grazing Impacts on Sensitive Resources. These comments concern 
inadequacy of impact analysis of livestock grazing on wildlife and 
other sensitive resources. 


"AUM's are unrealistic; should be lower." 


"Impacts to the amount of forage from drought etc. are unfounded 
and based on faulty assumptions not facts." 


"Methods used by the BLM to determine carrying capacity are 
extremely inaccurate." 


"A range of grazing alternatives are not considered or 
presented." 


"Does not meet NRDC lawsuit requirement because it doesn't 
contain any site specific information." 
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"Per grazing, differing percentages are used in the Plan and EIS 
sections for determining the forage allocations and downward 
adjustments." 


"Predicted forage allocation PE-72 and forage production increase 
PE-~73 for 20 years, are contradictory." 


"Significant changes in the database make it hard to relate the 
Draft EIS to the Final. Examples are: increase in carrying 
capacity, changes in range types, changes in current range 
conditions, changes in factors which are supposedly contributing 
to current range conditions, changes in allotment preferences, 
changes in method of assessing wildlife impacts, changes in 
methods of allocating forage or vegetation to wildlife." 
"Grazing impacts not fully disclosed: cause of soil erosion, 
soil condition not adequately studied, impacts to bighorn sheep, 
vegetation." 

"AUMS are unrealistic; should be lower." 

"Livestock grazing endangers desert resources." 

"Impacts from sheep grazing not disclosed." 


"Impacts to soils from cattle grazing not disclosed." 


"Impacts to grazing material from the high levels of grazing 
allowed are not disclosed." 


"Impacts from water and fence developments not disclosed." 
"Impacts from grazing on the East Mojave are not disclosed." 
"Impact from livestock grazing on wildlife is not disclosed." 
"Impacts from sheep grazing on wildlife is not disclosed." 


"Impacts from Livestock grazing on desert bighorn sheep not 
disclosed." 


"The impact on desert tortoise from cattle grazing is 
overstated." 


"Impacts from grazing on Mojave Ground squirrel not disclosed." 
"Impacts of grazing on desert tortoise not disclosed." 
"FIS erroneouly states that grazing management prescriptions will 


be good for desert tortoise habitat. It will be destructive. 
PE-75." 
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Response: Detailed impact analyses of three plan alternatives and a 
"no action" alternative were included in the Draft EIS. These 
analyses provided the information which was used to mitigate 
Significant impact within each grazing allotment. Special 
requirements have been established by allotment to eliminate or 
substantially reduce impacts on resources (particulary bighorn sheep 
range and tortoise habitat). See the decision documentation in 
Appendix XIII, Vol. F, Page 39. 


The Final EIS analyzes the overall effectiveness of mitigation in 
reducing impacts on sensitive resources particulary wildlife. 


6. ORV Impacts Not Disclosed. These comments suggest that the FEIS 
has not adequately addressed the impact of ORV activity. 


"Wildlife impacts from ORVs not disclosed." 

"Impacts on wildlife from ORVs are not disclosed." 

"Impacts of ORV on the Mojave Ground Squirrel not disclosed." 
"Impacts. from ORV on desert tortoise not disclosed." 


"Impacts to the Desert Tortoise Natural Area by ORVs not 
disclosed." 


"Impacts to lowlands (eg. dry lakes, alluvial fans, arrogos, 
etc.) not disclosed or donsidered in planning." 


"Impacts to soils are not fully analysed - disturbed soils areas 
will continue to increase." 


"No mention is made of impacts to surface water, riparian, 
vegetation and wildlife from ORVs." 


"Impacts from ORVs not adequately addressed in EIS: air quality, 
vegetation, water resources, soil, wildlife." 


"The EIS incorrectly lables air quality disturbances from ORVs as 
temporary and localized." 


Response: A detailed analysis of all proposed "open" motorized 
vehicle areas was completed by staff in response to public comments on 
the draft plan and EIS. Results of this analysis is reported in 
Appendix VI, Vol. C of the "FEIS and Proposed Plan." Potential 
impacts on wildlife and other sensitive resources is adequately 
discussed in this appendix. 


T. Impacts on Water Resources Not Disclosed 
"Each of the four alternatives presented indicate water quality 


degradation to some degree. Those mitigation measures which will 
be needed to protect ground water from degradation due to any 
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activities which will be allowed within the MUC., eg. mineral 
exploration and development, power plant operation." 


"Long term impacts to the water resources in the CDCA are not 
disclosed." 


"Mitigation measures and assessment is inadequate for impacts 
from surface waters and near surface waters." 


"No mention is made of impacts to surface water, riparian, 
vegetation and wildlife from ORVs." 


"Impacts to water resources from mining are not disclosed." 


Response: The proposed plan, recognized that, impacts to water 
sources on the desert are caused principally by large burro 
populations and to some extent by livestock grazing. Reduction of 
burro herds and mitigation of grazing near important springs and seeps 
have been incorporated into the plan as methods to improve water 
quality and riparian habitat. 


It is assumed that other major desert activities such as mining 
will operate in accordance with local, state and federal water quality 
regulations. 

8. Impacts on Wildlife and Vegetation Not disclosed. These comments 
reflect concern that the analysis of impacts on vegetation and 
Wildlife as reported in the final EIS is not adequate. 


"Impacts to wildlife not disclosed." 


"Important wildlife references were omitted thereby lessening the 
Stated impacts to wildlife." 


"The FEIS should clarify that within the CDCA the reintroduction 
of exotic animals is acceptable." 


"Impacts to uninventoried invertbrates not disclosed." 


"Many species of fauna are not considered in the Desert Plan and 
impacts to many omitted species are not considered." 


"Of the 39 species on state or federal lists, impacts to 15 of 
the species are not adequately mitigated/considered in plan/EIS." 


"Impacts to critical habitats not disclosed." 
"Environmental impacts from burros should be studied at points of 
highest concentration rather than studied equally throughout the 


entire range." 


"Impacts from the current populations of wild horses and burros 
are overstated." 
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"Impacts from maintaining 2747 burros and 281 horses are not 
disclosed." 


"Impacts to bighorn sheep not disclosed." 

"The impact on desert bighorn sheep is overstated." 
"Impacts to the Mojave ground squirrel not disclosed." 
"Impacts to the Desert tortoise not disclosed." 


"Impacts of grazing to Desert tortoise natural area not 
disclosed." 


"Impacts to bald eagle and golden eagle not disclosed." 
"Impacts to raptor habitat areas not disclosed." 

"Impact to Flat tailed horned lizard habitat not disclosed." 
"Impacts to insects not disclosed." 


"No mitigation plan has been proffered for habitat in the 
Superior Valley, West Mojave, and Rose Valley to protect the 
Mojave Ground Squirrel." 


"Impacts to the desert tortoise were not disclosed in the areas 
of Fremont-Stoddard, (including the Desert Tortoise Natural Area) 
Ivanpah Valley, Fenner Chemehuevi, and Chuckwalla." 


"Impacts to vegetation not disclosed." 
"Impacts to Mojave Saltbush Community from ORVs not disclosed." 
"Impacts to microflora and biomass from ORVs is not disclosed." 


"Impacts to vegetation from ORVs is not disclosed, PE-24. The 
protection of only 72% of the threatened and endangered plant 
localities is far short of what is needed; furthermore the range 
of exposure and protection needs to be disclosed." 


Response: The detailed analysis of specific actions (eg. grazing, 
motorized vehicle, open areas and utility corridors) is contained in 
the Draft EIS and not repeated in the FEIS. The Draft EIS analysis of 
specific actions on wildlife was carefully considered in developing 
the proposed plan and resulted in an increased number of ACECs and the 
extension of Class L to protect significant listed species. 


9. Inadequate Assessment of Mining Impacts. These statements reveal 
a concern on both sides of the issue about the treatment of mineral 
development in the FEIS. Pro mining advocates state that the 
importance of minerals should be reported. The conservation advocates 
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State that specific impacts to sensitive resources caused by mining is 
not disclosed. 


"The Desert Plan FEIS often presents the worst case analysis of 
the impact from mineral exploration and development. The nature 
of the impacts are not really known. More studies are needed to 
make the determination. Negative impacts to: soils, vegetation, 
wildlife, cultural, Native American, visual, wilderness, 
recreation, motorizéd vehicle access, land tenure adjustment, 
socio economic." 


"Impacts from mining not disclosed." 


"Impacts to the air quality from mining are not disclosed." 


"Impacts to the desert communities from overly restrictive i 
mineral regulations is not disclosed." | 


"A fundamental problem with the EIS is that impacts are based on 
the number of acres of lands with mineral potential in each MUC. 
We don't know the mineral potential in the CDCA, making such 
analysis of impacts impossible." 


"The way in which the mineral potential assessments will affect 
the MUC of lands is not explicitly stated in the Plan (EIS)." 


"Negative impacts from mineral exploration and development is 
vastly overstated. In many places the Desert Plan concedes that 
impacts are from small areas at individual sites, but impacts are 
Still assessed in the Plan by the amount of lands with mineral 
potential in each MUC." 


"Impacts on mining are not fully disclosed. The desert plan is 
discriminatory against mineral resource values and is biased for 
Wilderness and wildlife values." 


"Impacts of land tenure adjustment is not accurate. Lands 
transferred to the SPRR will be under the tighter control of the 
BLM for mining." 


Response: The importance of mineral development to the nation is well 
documented in the Draft EIS and GEM Element of the Draft Plan. 

Mineral values were given careful consideration in developing the 
proposed plan. 


Detailed analysis of impacts caused by mining will be treated on 


a case-by-case basis as part of the decision process in approving 
plans of operation. 
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10. Cultural Impacts Not Disclosed 

"Impacts to palentological values not disclosed." 

"Impacts to cultural not disclosed." 

"Impacts to cultural from Class "L" not disclosed." 
Response: These statement again raise the issue of what is adequate 
analysis and disclosure for an EIS of a regional plan. The Draft EIS 
contains specific impacts analyses on sensitive Native American, 
archealogical and palentological resources. The intent of the FEIS is 


to demonstrate the effectiveness of the Proposed Plan in mitigation of 
impacts on these resources. 


11. Analysis of Social and Economic Impacts Not Adequate 


"Socio economic impacts from ORVs not disclosed/considered in 
Plan/FEIS." 


"Socio Economic impacts from too restrictive of a plan not 
considered." 


"Assessment of infrastructural uses such as water works and 
energy not fully disclosed." 


"Impacts to tax base from land tenure adjustment not disclosed." 


"Impacts from nuclear testing were not disclosed (tests in 
Nevada) ." 


Response: These can generally be classified as Socio-Economic 
deficiencies in the analysis of impacts. Again, the size and scale of 
the plan precluded the type of economic analysis normally done on a 
major development project. 
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